









Sgr. 


AYTON, 


MEN 
Ts of Costs 


Medica] 
heir homeg 
‘ion of the 
1 without 
ce, Strand 


arched; 

Museum, 
1d Papers 
[anuscri pt 
ealogists, 


Solici- 
'O., 136, 
RIES or 
iving the 
E. Ex. 
t trouble 
egraphic 


Y. 


LEGE, 
3ONS 
T. 

by a 


er, and 
Roman 


passed 


idents 
ersity 


ree on 
mndon 


z.C. 


Fire 


ises, 













March 28, 1891, 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


oat 


(Vol. 35.) 355>- 














THE WEEKLY REPORTER. 


The Weexty Reporter contains full reports of the facts, arguments, and judgments 
in all the important cases decided in the House of Lords, the Privy Council, the Court of 
each of the Divisions of the High Court, and the Court of Bankruptcy. Every 


effort is made to publish the reports as speedily after the decision of a case as possible. | Beck: 


Subscribers to the Werxiy Reporter receive a copy of the Annual Digest of all the re- 
ported cases of the year, and a copy of all the important statutes of the year. 





Vol. 35 of the Soxtcrrors’ Jounnat, and Vol. 39 of the Wxekty 
RerorteR, commenced November 1st, 1890. 


ANNUAL SUBSCRIPTIONS, WHICH MUST BE PAID IN 
ADVANCE: 


Soxicrrors’ Journat, free by post, 28s,; Six Months, 14s. 
Do., With Reroxter » Gis.3 2 Pm 26s. 


Weexty Reronrsr, in Wrapper, 52s., post-free ; Single Number, Is. 





OFFICE: 27, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 





Telegraphic Address—“ DEJERSEY, LONDON.” 


HENRY DE JERSEY & CO., 
FINANCIERS anp MORTGAGE BROKERS, 


1, TOKENHOUSE BUILDIN BANK, axp 
’ “1, CHURCH COURT, LOTHBURY: } LONDON, E.C. 

BIRMINGHAM—Otp Square Cuampers, Corporation SrTReet. 

BOURNEMOUTH—%5, Otp Curistcuurcn Roap. 

CARDIFF—5, Swiss CHamBers. 

NEWCASTLE-ON-TYNE—130, Pirerm Srreer. 





. + mg age nog or oe rh a bey | et Aes most favour- 
able terms. 80 or the le or Loans ND-RENTS, 
REVERSIONARY and LIFE (INTERESTS. tic - : 


The principal Securities dealt in are :— 

Landed Estates—Houses—Shops—Offices — Warehouses — Building Estates — Good 
Commercial Securities— Railways — Tramways — Stocks — Reversions — terests — 
Local Rates—and Ground-Rents. " — 

Contractors’ Bonds are also Guaranteed. 

The Firm is also connected with a strong Syndicate in the City. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED OVER HALF CENTURY. 





10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 








SECURE. 





TOTAL ASSETS, £2,503,554. 











DIRECTORS, 

Bacon, The Right Hon. Sir James Mathew, The Hon. Mr. Justice. 
Blake, . John, Esq. Meek, A. Grant, Esq. (Devizes). 
Brooks, William, Esq. (Basingstoke). Mills, Richard, ’ 
Carlisle, William , Esq. Morrell, Frede. P. Esq. (Oxford). 

, Bir James Parker, Q.C., D.C.L. Pemberton, Henry , Beg. 
Bie ee Bo 0.0. Riddell, Sir'W. Buchanan, Bart 
Frere, Bartle J. tan. Esq. Rowoliffe, Edward Lee, “nnetgs 
Garth, The Hon. Sir Richard. Saltwell, William Henry, ‘ 
Beers oee* Bustow, Esq. ca. Chee: By tague E. 
Kekewich, The Hon. Mr. Justice Williams, Romer, Eeq. 

. Williams, William, Esq. 





Cases Reported this Week. 


ettors’ The NE  casiieincecsieobors 361 
In the Solicitors’ Journal. Queen v i a 
(Iim.)s BEE: ethencideceshiinanintacrddinctotelt’ Unionist Club (Lim.), Re .........:.-..00 363 
Vv. Tower Assets 
Bullock, Re, Goode v. Lickorish .. 364 In the Weekly Reporter 
oat One y, soe Henge Barrow v. Isaacs & Son 338 











Societies 
RATES BAND WUE ov scvenenoseerqoericoseness 357 | Law Sropents’ JovgEwAt ............ ----- 365 
Tae Liasinitry or Marrrep Womex ror eS , See eee 366 





Breacues or Trust 
EE SPE RE 








VOL. XXXV., No. 22. 
The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, MARCH 28, 1891. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue Court of Appeal No. 1 rose for the vacation on Saturday 
last, but Court No. 2 sat on until Tuesday. A notice is issued 
as to both divisions that they will sit on the 7th of April at 
eleven o’clock and take interlocutory appeals. In Division No. 
2 these will be preceded by lunacy matters. 





Tue witness actions in the Chancery Division which will 
appear in the lists for Easter Sittings will comprise 105 be- 
fore Mr. Justice Currry, 100 before Mr. Justice Nort, 114 
before Mr. Justice Kexewion, 117 before Mr. Justice Srrauuve, 
and 50 before Mr. Justice Romer. The te number of 
these is 486, as compared with 515 at the beginning of the 
Easter Sittings. Although the witness actions have been more 
reduced than was anticipated, they are apparently more in 
number than the five aim of this division can dispose of in 
twelve months from the present time. 





Tue Ruizs Pusrication Bri, pre 
Incorporated Law Society last year, 
by two members of the council—the Right cn. H. H. Fowzsr, 
M.P., and Sir Atsert Rout, M.P. e object of the Bill is 
to secure an opportunity to the profession and others to make 
observations on draft rules before they are made. We hope that 
the council will this year be successful in getting Se 
measure into law. It would tend to make rules more 
workable than they are at present, and might obviate the 
necessity for so many sets of amending rules, which very often 
do anything but amend. 


and oted by the 
i in uced 





WE pr fo Bae the Entertainment Committee of = 
Incorpora: w Society are making yor ean | progress wi 
the ummemas for the concert and ball to given at the 
society’s hall in Chancery-lane on the 29th of April. The enter- 
tainment will consist of a reception by the president and vice- 

resident. There will be vocal and instrumental music from 
8.30 to 10.30. Among the vocalists are Madame 
Fanny Moopy, Miss Martan McKenzte, and Mr. Brew Davres. 
There will also be a glee So. Messrs. ARTHUR 
Tnompson, Cowarp, James, and Hinroy. Dancing will com- 
mence at 10.30, and supper will be served in the library during 


the evening. 


Tue ATTORNEY-GENERAL applied to Mr. Justice Kexewrcn on 
Saturday last to postpone for a fortnight the hearing of a 
summons for the payment of a final dividend in the winding up 

application 


of the Liverpool Household Stores Association, an 
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which had been rendered necessary by the interference of the 
Board of Trade under the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890. 
Nothing remained to be done in the winding up but to pay the 
costs and distribute a final dividend. This would have been 
done by the official liquidator, but, in the meantime, the Board 
of Trade demanded that accounts should be rendered to them, a 
process which it was stated would cost about £50. A postpone- 
ment of the summons was necessary to avoid a conflict between 
the court and the board, and his lordship reluctantly acceded to 
the application on that ground; but itis to be hoped that the 
suggestion of the Attorney-General, that the board were prepared 
to reconsider the rules, may shortly put an end to the difficulty 
of such a position. 





LEAVE TO svE or defend in formd pauperis, without a counsel 
or solicitor, does not appear to be contemplated by the rules 
* 22—31 of order 16 of the Rules of the Supreme Court, and it is 
to be presumed that leave to appeal as a pauper in person is on 
the same footing. Ina case of Davenport v. Read, which came 
before Court of Appeal No. 2, a plaintiff applied for leave to 
appeal in formd pauperis in person. It appeared that he had 
obtained leave to sue in formd pauperis in the court below, and 
that the professional gentlemen who then conducted his case had 
procured their discharge. After much consideration, the judges 
referred the case to the Official Solicitor, who will look through 
the pa and, it may be assumed, will be assigned as the 
plaintiff's solicitor if he takes a favourable view of the rights of 
the case. Then will come the question whether the court will 
assign a counsel to argue the plaintiff's appeal. There is a 
precedent in the case of Zucker v. Collinson (16 Q. B. D. 562), in 
which a judge allowed the right of a pauper, to whom no 
counsel had been assigned, to be heard in person. But this is a 
practice which, so far as can be ascertained, has no precedent in 
the Chancery Division. 





WE ane Gta to publish a letter, containing an extract from 
an official statement, which sets at rest the question as to the 
liability for succession duty on a sale by a tenant for life 
under the Settled Land Act. As our readers will remember, 
we never had any doubt on the subject, and as we could not 
help thinking that the letter of our correspondent, who stated 
that succession duty on the death of a tenant for life had been 
demanded from a purchaser from him under the Settled Land Act, 
was based on some misapprehension, we asked to see the cor- 
respondence with the authorities. We did not, however, receive 
any reply to our request, and we infer that our supposition was 
correct. Anyhow, the Inland Revenue authorities now explicitly 
sanction the view that, on a sale under the Settled Land Act, 
the liability to duty is transferred from the land sold to the 
egg aa and that the purchaser is not concerned with the 

uty. They point out, however, that any unpaid instalments of 
the succession duty in respect of the tenant for life’s own succes- 
sion ‘‘ which may have actually fallen due before the sale ”’ will 
be a charge on the property. This is a useful warning: we 
have known it strenuously contended on behalf of a vendor 
that even the liability to pay these instalments is thrown on the 
purchase-money. 





We paint elsewhere a very admirable statement with regard 
to the Public Trustee Bill which has been circulated by the 
Chester and North Wales Law Society. It sets forth, with a 
completeness and force which have not hitherto been surpassed, 
the objections from the point of view of the public to the 

_measure. All that is wanted to ensure the defeat 
of the Bill is that Members of Parliament and the public in 
general should, by means of such statements as Fg be- 
come acquainted with the practical results of a Bill which, 
under the pretext of preventing losses by breaches of trust, 

to plunder in fees every trust estate which can 
Be Tron within its reach for the support of a Govern- 
ment in London, and for the purpose of placing an 
enormous balance of money under the control of the Chancellor 


of the Incorporated Law Society are taking steps to mak 
widely known objections of the nature above referred to. 
have received urgent suggestions from able and well-know 
solicitors that the whole political influence of the professig, 
should be thrown into the scale against the Bill; but we ar 
unable to see that this course would be expedient. That is, 
weapon which should be reserved exclusively for vital questions 
when all other means haye failed, and the efficacy of the weapon 
can only be preserved by strictly limiting its use to such ogca. 
sions. The Public Trustee Bill, though very important, is not 
vital, and we do not, therefore, urge more than the widest 
circulation, and urging by personal influence, of objections to the 
measure. 





— 


‘“‘T sEE no reason, either upon the old statutes or the ney 
statutes, either upon the old cases or the new cases, to throw 
the smallest doubt upon the proposition that in granting 4 
licence, whether a new one or i way of renewal, the justices 
have absolute discretion so long as their power is not exercised 
‘corruptly, arbitrarily, or unfairly.’ So long as they act in the 
exercise of their jurisdiction, their discretionary power of 
granting or refusing either application is what is termed 
‘absolute ’—that is to say, it is an unfettered judicial discretion 
with which no court can interfere.” ‘With this passage from 
the judgment of Frexp, J., in Sharpe v. Wakefield (36 W. R., at 
p. 637, 21 Q. B. D. 66) we expressed our entire concurrence at 
the time when it was uttered (32 Soxicrrors’ Journat, p. 433), 
and its correctness is now conclusively established by the 
decision of the House of Lords. Except in the mind of the 
Solicitor-General there has probably never been any doubt 
upon the matter. The Licensing Act of 1828 expressly confers 
an absolute discretion on the justices, and as renewals are in no 
way distinguished from fresh grants, it follows that the discre- 
tion applies equally to original and to renewed licences. The 
only possible argument to the contrary rests upon the introduc- 
tion of the provision of section 26 of the Licensing Act, 1874 
(37 & 38 Vict. c. 49), that an applicant for a renewal shall not 
be required to attend personally at the general annual licensing 
meeting under section 42 of the Licensing Act, 1872 (35 & 36 
Vict. c. 94), “save for some special cause personal to” himself. 
If this means that the ‘‘cause” for which he is summoned is 
identical with the “ cause” for which the magistrates ultimately 
refuse the renewal of his licence, then there is ground for 
urging that it must involve some ground of complaint against 
him personally, that is, either in his own conduct or in the 
management of his house. But, as Lord Herscnxext pointed 
out, the cause for requiring attendance has no connection with 
the causes which, after he has attended, may operate upon the 
minds of the justices, and determine them whether to accede to 
his application or not. Taking, then, the cause for attendance 
by itself, it is clear that this may depend on any matter which 
interests the applicant for renewal personally, or, as Lord 
BraMweELt translates the word, individually, as distinguished 
from the general body of licensed persons. Thus, to use the 
instance referred to by Lord Herscnett, the fact that objection 
has been taken to the renewal would be a cause in which the 
applicant for renewal is individually—that is, personally— 
interested, and for which, therefore, his attendance might be 
required. This explanation, which seems, when once it has 
been given, pretty obvious, removes all ground for supposing 
that the discretion conferred by the Act of 1828 has been in any 
way touched by later statutes. 





Ir 18 pirricutr to understand why, under the Lunacy Act, 4 
lunatic or alleged lunatic has no right to demand an inquiry 
before a jury except when there has been a petition for an 
inquisition. Section 116 (¢) of the Lunacy Act, 1890, makes 
the powers and provisions of the Act relating to management 
and administration apply (among others) “to every person law- 
fully detained as a lunatic though not so found by inquisition.” 
There is no express definition in the Act of ‘lawfully detained,” 
&e., but we presume that every person, whatever the amount of 
his or her property, who has been detained under the powers of 
the Lunacy Act, except lunatics so found by inquisition, would 





of the Exchequer. We shall be glad to hear that the Council 


come within the class of persons “lawfully detained.” The 
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effect of the Act is that a person in possession of property to 
any amount may be detained as a lunatic by his or her relatives 
and friends, who may then take out a summons under section 116, 
and practically get the administration of the estate, without the 
lunatic being afforded an opportunity of having the question of 
lunacy determined bya jury. Perhaps it may have been thought 
by the framers of the Act that the safeguards against improper 
detention provided by the Lunacy Act are so ample that there is 
no necessity for a jury; but, if so, why should lunatics upon 
an inquisition alone have the privilege of demanding a jury? 
The only course, it seems, for persons who suspect an improper 
detention to pursue is to apply to the commissioners for an 
order to visit the lunatic and to have the lunatic examined by 
two medical practitioners (ss. 47, 49). But, of course, the com- 
missioners may refuse the application for a medical examination 
if they think the case is not a proper one for an order for admis- 
sion. We do not see why, in the case supposed, the lunatic 
should not have the right to demand a jury. It is well known 
that the medical view of insanity differs from the legal view, 
and probably from the popular view. So it is quite possible 
that a jury might take a different view of a case of unsoundness 
of mind from that held by the certifying medical practitioners. 





DiscRETIONARY TRUSTS in favour of a person who has forfeited 
his life interest by alienation or bankruptcy have formed the 
subject of numerous legal decisions. In the case of Re Bullock, 
Goode v. Lickorish (veported elsewhere), decided on Saturday last 
by Kexewicu, J., another must be added to the list. The word- 
ing of the trust was “to pay to him or apply for his benefit 
during the remainder of his life, either the whole or so much 
only of the said income as the trustees shall, in their or his un- 
controlled discretion, think fit.” The person intended to be 
benefited had assigned his life interest by way of mortgage, and 
had subsequently been adjudicated bankrupt. It was held that 
(the trust to ‘‘pay to him” being clearly bad) the trust to 
“apply for his benefit” was not, on the one hand, such an 
interest as could pass to his mortgagee or trustee in bankruptcy, 
but was, on the other hand, sufficiently defined to disentitle those 
in remainder from claiming the fund freed from such trust. This 
decision appears to have taken the law another step towards 
establishing the validity of discretionary trusts. The trust in 
this particular instance contained two elements which, speaking 
generally, it is believed have not appeared, at any rate in com- 
bination, in any previous decision—namely (1) that the benefit 
of the trust was not confined to ‘‘maintenance and support” ; 
(2) that the bankrupt was the sole person to be benefited. The 
learned judge, while refusing to define the limits within which 
the trustees might apply the income for the benefit of the bank- 
rupt, intimated that possibly, in the eyes of the court, “‘ benefit ” 
would be construed to mean ‘‘ maintenance.” The result is that 
the trustees are left in no enviable position. Moreover, in view 
of the above qualification, it may perhaps be advisable for the 
draftsman not to expressly extend such a trust beyond the power 
to apply money for the ‘‘maintenance” of a person who has 
forfeited his life interest. 





A corRESPONDENT, & fortnight ago, inquired (ante, p. 327): 

“In a lease by a mortgagor and mortgagee, is it now usual or desirable 
to insert an express power for the mortgagor to distrain for rent until the 
oa gagee requires payment, as was usual prior to the Conveyancing Act, 

881?” 

It is provided by the Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 10, that “rent 
reserved by a lease, and the benefit of every covenant therein 
contained, shall be capable of being recovered . 
enforced by the person from time to time entitled, 
subject to the term, to the income of the land leased.” 


to the lease: Municipal Permanent Investment Building Society 


v. Smith (37 W. R. 42, 22 Q. B.D. 70). Applying the prin- 
ciple of this decision to the case of the lease made by the 
mortgagor and mortgagee, it is apparent that, until the mort- 
gagee gives notice to the tenant to pay the rent to him, the 
mortgagor can avail himself of all remedies given to legal 
owners to recover rent, which include the remedy by distress ; 
so that the insertion of an express power of distress is useless, 
There is also a question, not without difficulty, and too long for 
discussién in this place, whether a power of distress contained 
in a lease, not being a mining lease, is not altogether void 
under the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, s. 6. All that can be said in 
answer to our correspondent is, that as an express power of 
distress is possibly void, and certainly useless, it is not now the 
general practice to insert it in leases made by mortgagor and 
mortgagee. 





THE EXISTENCE of two forms of order for the taxation of costs 
in cases where the plaintiff succeeds on certain points only is 
well recognized, at least in the Chancery Diyision, and the 
inadvertant use of the wrong form appears to have defeated the 
intention of the court in Jenkins v. Jackson (39 W. R. 242). The 
distinction, at any rate so far as the words of the order go, is 
certainly a fine one, but the result in the actual payment of the 
costs is by no means unimportant. Thus where the direction is 
to tax the plaintiff’s costs of the action ‘‘ except so much thereof 
as relates to the claim set up by him to, &c.” or “except so far 
as the same have been occasioned by his setting up a claim to, 
&e.,” it is understood that an apportionment of the general 
charges is intended. On the other hand, where it runs “except 
so far as such costs have been increased by the plaintiff's claim 
to, &c.,” the plaintiff gets the general costs of the action and 
against these are set-off the particular costs of the issue upon 
which he has failed (Seton on Decrees, p. 129). The distinction 
was recognized by the Court of Ap a short time back in 
Harley v. Hunt (32 Soxicrrors Journat 8) in spite of the differ- 
ent practice that appears to prevail in the Queen’s Bench 
Division ; Sparrow v. Hill (8 Q. B. D. 479). In the recent case 
of Jenkins v. Jackson, however, where the plaintiff succeeded on 
issue (A) and failed on issue (B), Mr. Justice Kexewicu, though 
intending apparently that the plaintiff should have the general 
costs, directed a taxation of the costs of the defendants of so 
much of the action as related to issue (B), and of the plaintiff's 
costs of the rest of the action, with a set-off as between the two 
sets of costs. Naturally the taxing master, acting upon the 
authorities, regarded this as a direction to ee the general 
costs, and Mr. Justice Kexewicn’s decision, by which, in spite of 
his contrary intention, he affirmed the taxation as thus made, 
was upheld by the Court of Appeal. Lord Justice Bowzn took 
occasion in his judgment to make some very pertinent remarks, 
which we hope will not be thrown away, on the advisability of 
imposing upon some central authority the duty of noting from 
time to time diversities of practice in the Chancery and the 
Queen’s Bench divisions with a view to their removal. 


HUSBAND AND WIFE. 


Tux manner in which the common law has been dealt Nag 
the Court of Appeal in Mrs. Jackson’s case gives a rude sh 

to the current, and as we believe well-founded, theory as to its 
nature. According to this, it only ose by the process of 
legitimate development, a development, indeed, so legitimate and 
so gradual that the judicial mind is presumed to be incapable of 
understanding that any change is i at all. What 
are we to say, then, to the assertion that the common law knows 
nothing of the husband’s power to restrain the liberty of his 
wife? Of course the semblance of consistency is maintained as 





The meaning of this section is that not only the legal owner, 
but also the person beneficially entitled to the land subject to 
the term, can recover tho rent and sue on the covenants. It 
has been decided that, where the lease is made, since the 
above Act, by the mortgagor alone, it is binding on the 
mortgagee in the same way as if ho had joined in granting 
it, and that on giving notice to the tenant he can enforce the 
covenants in the same manner as if he had been a party 


usual, and the court asserts at the same time that the common 
| law never did know anything about it. Of that the ordinary 
| exponents of the common law in times gone by are the best 
; Juages, 

; The older authorities on tho matter are summed up in Bacon's 
Abridgment, tit. Baron and Feme (I, 693), where it is 
said, “‘ The husband hath, by law, power and dominicn over his 
| wife, and may keep her by force within the bounds of duty, and 
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may beat her, but not in a violent or cruel manner ; for, in such 
case, or if he but threaten to beat her outrageously, or to use 
her barbarously, she may bind him to the peace by suing a writ 
of supplicavit out of Chancery, or may apply to the spiritual 
court for a divorce propter sevitiam.” And, again, ‘‘ He hath by 
law a right to the custody of her, and may, if he think fit, con- 
fine her, but he must not imprison her.” The question of the 
beating is dealt with by Biacksrone (I., 432), who attributes it 
to the old law solely, emphasizing the moderation which was 
there required as compared with the greater severity sanctioned 
by the civil law. ‘But, with us,” he says, ‘“‘in the politer 
reign of Charles the Second, this power of correction began to 
be doubted, and a wife may now have security of the peace 
pe her husband ; or, in return, a husband against his wife. 

et the lower rank of people, who were always fond of the old 
common law, still claim and exert their ancient privilege.” But 
whatever the lower orders claimed, it may be assumed that no 
judge of modern times would have sanctioned anything of this 

ind, and so much, therefore, of the-common law has clearly 
been allowed to fall into abeyance. 

It by no means follows, however, that the power of personal 
restraint must necessarily be also dropped. ‘This is broadly 
distinguished on the ground that there are modern authorities 
which expressly recognize it, and it is not without significance 
that the law till recently itself intervened and exercised 
such a power on the husband’s behalf. In the case of Mrs. 
Wirxes (The King v. Mead, 2 Ken. 279) Lord Mansrretp 
distinctly declared what he considered to be the general doctrine 
of the law: ‘The husband has, in consequence of his marriage, 
a right to the custody of his wife; and whoever detains her 
from him violates that right; and he has a right to seize her 
wherever he finds her.” In that case, however, there had been 
articles of separation, and, as these were regarded as a 
renunciation of thé-husband’s marital right of seizure, the 
doctrine did not apply. Mrs. Wiixes, accordingly, was dis- 
missed, with an assurance that she was at liberty to go home 
and live where and with whom she pleased, and that her hus- 
band had no coercive power over her. 

The earlier case of The King vy. Lister (1 Strange, 478) was 
similar to Mrs. Jackxson’s in that the seizure took place at the 
church door, but there was the further aggravation that the 
lady was carried off to a remote place, and there imprisoned, 
in order that she might be induced to part with some of her 
separate estate. Moreover, here again there had been articles 
of separation, and this circumstance seems to have been 
regarded by the court as sufficient to justify its interference on 
the wife’s behalf. At the same time an attempt was made to 
define the husband’s power in cases where it could be exercised, 
and it was agreed that where the wife will make an undue use 
of her liberty, either by squandering away the husband’s estate, 
or going into lewd company, it is lawful for the husband, in 
order to preserve his honour and estate, to lay such a wife under 
restraint. But where nothing of that appeared, he could not 
justify the depriving her of her liberty. It is on the authority 
of this case that Bracksroye adds to the passage quoted above 
the concluding remark: “And the courts of law will still 
permit a husband to restrain a wife of her liberty in case of 
any gross misbehaviour.” On the other hand, in the case of 
his ill-treatment of her, they would not deliver her up to him 
on a habeas corpus (Anne Gregory’s case, 4 Burr. 1991). 

There is, of course, the disadvantage in all these cases that, 
owing to special circumstances, the husband was, in fact, not 
allowed to exercise his power, and therefore the legal limits of 
this power were not ascertained so exactly as they otherwise 
would have been. It is, however, clear that a power of physical 
control was to some extent recognized. The husband had the 
right to the custody of the wife; he could deprive her of liberty 
in case of threatened misconduct ; he could seize her if she was 
detained from him by others, and probably if she remained away 
from him of her own accord ; and it seems to have been contem- 
assy that, in a suitable case, the courts would help him to get 

er into ssa te by means of the writ of habeas corpus. Other- 
wise it would have been unnecessary to allege his cruelty as a 
ground for refusing this assistance, 

An occasion for the more careful consideration of the matter 


occurred in Cochranc’s case (8 Dow. 630). There a wife absentcd (47 & 48 Vict. c, 68), makes any difference. The effect of that 





herself from her husband without alleging any misconduct on 
his part. On the other hand the husband alleged no actual 
misconduct by the wife, though he stated that she had been 
staying with her mother at a common boarding-house in Paris, 
on while there had been attending masked balls in the com- 
pany of persons unknown to him. Subsequently he induced 
her by stratagem to come to his lodgings, and there he detained 
her. A writ of habeas corpus was issued on her behalf, and 
the husband stated the above facts in the return. Mr. Jus- 
tice Cotermpce held that the return was good, and di- 
rected her to be restored to her husband. In his judg- 
ment he found himself compelled, for the first time, to 
put a positive construction upon the authorities above re- 
ferred to. All of them he regarded as in favour of the 
power claimed by the husband, excepting only The King vy. 
Lister, and here, as we have seen, it was limited to cases of 
gross misconduct on the part of the wife. But Cotzrmer, J., 
declined to accept this as an authoritative restriction of the 
broader principle elsewhere expressed. The words adopted in 
that case, if they could fairly be extended to such a case as Re 
Cochrane, ‘‘ would deny,” he said, “the general right of the hus- 
band to the control and custody of his wife, and restrict it to 
those cases, comparatively few in number, in which her miscon- 
duct made it palpably unsafe to allow her to be at large.” 
Accordingly he ascribed the special words in Zhe King v. Lister 
to the particular circumstances of the case—though on what 
ground it is a little difficult to understand—and re-stated the 
general principle in the following form :—‘‘ For the happiness 
and honour of both parties the law places the wife under the 
guardianship of the husband, and entitles him, for the sake of 
both, to protect her from the danger of unrestrained intercourse 
with the world by enforcing cohabitation and a common resi- 
dence.” 

In Mrs. Jackson’s case the Court of Appeal appear to have re- 
garded this as in conflict with the result in Leggatt’s case (18 
Q. B. 781), but there the court expressly abstained from giving 
any decision on the general principle. If they had intended to 
do so it is certain that CoLERIDGE, , .» Who was one of the judges, 
would have referred to his decision in Cochrane’s case. But, 
though this was mentioned in the argument, it is not alluded to 
in the judgments. On the contrary, Lord Campsett, C.J., said : 
“Whether the husband has a right to the custody of his wife or 
not is a question alieni fori; we have no jurisdiction over it.” 
The matter came before the court on an application by the hus- 
band for a habeas corpus to enable him to regain possession of 
his wife who, at her own desire, was living apart from him. As 
already pointed out, some of the cases seem to shew that such a 
use might be made of the writ, but this was now held to be im- 
possible. The foundation of the writ is that the person ordered 
to be produced is under unlawful restraint, and it could not, 
therefore, be used against a wife who was acting on her own 
wishes. Such a use, indeed, is made of the writ in the case of a 
child, but this is solely on the ground that the child is not old 
enough to exercise its volition, and the court consequently re- 
stores it to the legal custody (Reg. v. Clarke, 7 HE. & B. 186). 
All that was decided in ZLeggatt’s case, therefore, was that, for 
this purpose, the husband had no right at common law to the 
custody of his wife similar to that which a parent has to the 
custody of his child. 

The general result is, that all the cases in which the question 
has been raised recognize without exception the right of the 
husband to interfere with the personal liberty of the wife. Ac- 
cording to the older authorities, he may keep her by force within 
the bounds of duty, and he has a right to the custody of her. 
The first branch of this proposition is treated as correct in Zhe 
King v. Lister, though under certain restrictiona, and the second 
in The King v. Mead and in Re Cochrane. In The King vy. Mead, 
moreover, the right of the husband to seize the wife is asserted, 
and this is not affected by the subsequent denial, in Leggatt’s 
case, of the assistance of the writ of habeas corpus. The right to 
seize, indeed, provided it is not accompanied by such violence as 
to form a breach of the peace, seems to be a necessary corollary 
of the right of custody. 

On this head, and as to the right of custody generally, it 
can hardly be supposed that the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1884 
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was to render it impossible for the court to enforce by attach- 
ment a decree for restitution of conjugal rights, but there was 
no interference with any right in the husband actually existing 
at common law. In Mrs. Jackson’s case an opportunity arose of 
further defining those rights, and it would certainly have been 
worth while to examine more carefully how far the elaborate 
judgment of Corzrtper, J., in Re Cochrane was really justified. 

ut, in boldly denying the husband’s right of control altogether, 
the Court of Appeal, while certainly acting in conformity with 
popular sentiment, have been signally careless of maintaining 
the consistency of the common law. 

With the practical or social effect of the decision it is not the 
function of this journal to deal. But we may be permitted to 
draw attention to the singular irony of fate which has left it to 
a Lord Chancellor whose political, religious, and social convic- 
tions have been hitherto understood to be moulded on those of 
Lord Expon, to declare, for the first time, that, according to 
English law, a wife is at liberty, immediately after going 
through the ceremony of marriage in church, to desert her 
husband, and without any excuse to condemn him to a life of 
celibacy; that the continuance of the marriage relation is 
perfectly voluntary, and that a husband may, for no fault of 
his own, be deprived of a home and the prospect of children to 
inherit his name. 








THE LIABILITY OF MARRIED WOMEN FOR 
BREACHES OF TRUST. 


IT. 


Lasr week we discussed shortly the law as to the liability of 
married women on their contracts, as, under the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1882, the liability of a married woman in respect 
of breaches of trust committed by her depends, to some extent, 
on her liability to satisfy her general engagements out of her 
separate estate independently of legislation. We now proceed 
to discuss the liability of cestuts que trust who concur in or 
instigate breaches of trust. 

It is a rule of equity that where a tenant for life or other 
person having a partial interest in the trust property concurs in 
a breach of trust, all his interest in the trust property may be 
stopped by the other cestui que trusts (Trafford v. Boehm, 3 Atk. 
440; Montford v. Cadogan, 17 Ves. 485), and if the breach of 
trust is made at his instance and request, his interest may be 
stopped by the trustees (Booth v. Booth, 1 Beav. 125; Fuller v. 
Knight, 6 Beay. 205; Hood vy. Clapham, 19 Beav. 90; Barratt v. 
Wyatt, 30 Beay. 442; Raby v. Ridehalgh, 7 De G. M. & G, 104) in 
order to make good the loss. It does not appear whether, where the 
cestu’ que trust exercises a general power of appointment, he 
thereby renders the appointed fund liable to be appropriated to 
make good the loss. Williams y. Lomas (16 Beay. 1) is sometimes 
cited as an authority for this proposition, but in that case the 
cestui que trust had given an indemnity to the trustees, and all 
that was decided was that the fund which was appointed by will 
became assets to satisfy the general engagements of the cestu: 
que trust, and, therefore, to satisfy his indemnity. 

The same rules apply to any interest settled on a married 
woman for her separate use, but not where she is restrained 
from anticipation (Clive v. Carew, 1 J. & H. 199; Cocker v. 
Quale, 1 R. & M. 535; Leach v. Way, 5 L. I. N. 8. Ch. 100); 
but in order to make her liable it must be shewn that (to use 
Lord Harpwicknr’s words) “she was fully informed of the state 
of the case (Lider v. Bickerton, 1 Swans, 80n; s.c. 1 Ed. 149n, or 
(to use Lord St. Lxonarns’ words), ‘that she really acted for 
herself”? (Mura v. Manning, 2 Jo. & Lat. 311). See the cases 
discussed in Sawyer v. Sawyer (28 Ch. D. 595). 

The right of a trustee to be recouped the amount of the trust 
moneys wrongfully received by a cestui que trust out of his interest 
in the trust property is a charge on that interest, and, therefore, 
has priority over the general creditors of the cestui que trust : 
Williams v, Alien (32 Beav. 650). 

The Trustee Act, 1888, provides (section 6 (1)) that— 

“Where a trustee shall have committed a breach of trust at the instiga- 
tion or request or with the consent in writing of a beneficiary, the court 
may, if it shall think fit, and notwithstanding that the beneficiary may be 
& married woman, entitled for her separate use, whether with or without a 








restraint upon anticipation, make such order as to the court shall seem 
just for impounding all or any part of the interest of the beneficiary in the 
“+ mg estate by way of indemnity to the trustee or person claiming through 


This section appears to make no change in the law except in the 
following cases :— 

First, it enables the interest of a married woman to be im- 
pounded, notwithstanding that she is restrained from anticipa- 
tion. 

Secondly, it probably enables property over which a cestui que 
trust (whether a married woman or not) has a general power of 
6 which is exercised to be impounded. It will be 
observed that “his interest in the trust estate” can be im- 
pounded. 

Lord Romwrity’s Act (3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 104) provides that where 
‘‘any person shall die seised of or entitled to any interest in 
lands, &c.,” the same shall be assets for the payment of his 
debts. It was held in Fleming v. Buchanan (3 De G. M. & G. 
976) that lands appointed by will under a general power became 
assets for the payment of the debts of the testator, by TurvER, 
L.J., on the ground “ that the court ought to hold that a person 
having a power over land has an interest in land within the 
meaning of the statute”; and by Knicut-Brvce, L.J., on the 
ground that ‘if the Act had done nothing more than to declare 
that devised real estates of which a man is seised in fee should 
be liable to simple contract debts, I think that it would have 
become at once the duty of the court, acting upon the analogy 
and principle of the law as to personal estate, to declare and 
decide that appointed real estate is liable to whatever debts an 
estate in fee simple is liable.” If the true ground of the deci- 
sion is that stated by Turner, L.J., it is clear that property 
appointed under a general power is an “ interest” in trust pro- 
perty within the meaning of the section of the Trustee Act, 
1888, cited above. If the true ground is that advanced by 
Kuicut-Brucr, L.J., the question is left doubtful. —. 

Considering the great number of cases in which a married 
woman has a power of appointment by will, the latter question 
is one of considerable importance. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
SUCCESSION DUTY ON SALE UNDER SETTLED LAND ACT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—In common with many others, I was astonished to see the 
letter under this heading in your issue of the 14th ult., and have read 
your subsequent remarks thereon with some considerable interest. 

As I happened at the time to be acting for a purchaser under pre- 
cisely similar circumstances to those detailed in your correspondent’s 
letter, I thought it advisable to obtain, if possible, a statement from 
the Inland Revenue authorities on the subject. Accordingly, I wrote 
them to the effect that I, acting on behalf of a purchaser who was 
buying from a tenant for life selling under the powers of the Settled 
Land Act, had required the vendor's solicitors to discharge the duty 
that would become payable on the death of the vendor, and that the 
vendor’s solicitors had declined to do so, on the ground that “‘ the 
liability to duty is transferred from the land sold to the purchase- 
money, and the purchaser is not concerned with the duty”; and I 
asked the Inland Revenue authorities if this view was correct. 


The following is an extract from their reply so far as regards the 

matter in question :— 
" cy and Succession Duty Office, 
‘* Somerset House, London, W.C., 19th March, 1891. 

‘* Sir,—With reference to your letter of the 14th instant, I write to 
say that, upon the facts as therein stated, the view of the vendor's 
solicitors is correct. 

‘* Any unpaid instalments of the succession duty in respect of the 
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tenant for life’s own succession, however, which may have actually 
fallen due before the sale would be a charge upon the property.” 


It therefore would appear that your correspondent, ‘‘A Sub- 
scriber,” cannot have correctly stated the circumstances under which 
the Inland Revenue authorities have claimed duty from his client. 

March 20. R. D. B. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


House of Lords. 
SHARPE v. WAKEFIELD AND OTHERS—20th March. 


Licenstnc Acts—DiscreTion or JUSTICES TO REFUSE APPLICATION FOR 
RENEWAL OF LICENCE. 


This was an appeal from the decision of the Court of Appeal affirming 
the judgment of a divisional court. On the 10th of September, 1887, 
William Ridding applied to the licensing justices for the Kendal division 
of the county of Westmoreland for the renewal of a licence for the sale of 
intoxicating liquors at the Low Bridge Im, Kentmere, in that county. 
The renewal was refused on the ground of the remoteness of the inn from 
police supervision and the character and necessities of the neighbourhood 
in which it was situated. Against this refusal Susannah Sharpe, the owner 
of the inn, appealed to the quarter sessions, and that court, after hearing 
evidence, upheld the order of the justices, upon the grounds assigned by 
them, and dismissed the appeal. Upon a case stated the Divisional Court 
(Field and Wills, JJ.) held (36 W. R. 634) that the discretion of the jus- 
tices as to the renewal of a licence under the Licensing Act, 1828 (9 Geo. 
4, c. 61) was absolute, provided it was exercised judicially, and that the 
situation of the house as regards police supervision and the requirements 
pf the neighbourhood were matters proper for the justices to consider. 
This decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R., and 
Fry and Lopes, L.JJ.) (37 W. R. 187), and thereupon the present appeal 
was brought. Amongst other matters it was contended on behalf of the 
appellant that a change had been introduced by the Licensing Acts of 1872 
and 1874. The Act of 1828 enacts (section 1) that ‘‘it ‘shall be Jawful for 
the justices to grant licences to such persons as they, 
the said justices, shall, in the execution of the powers herein contained, 
and in the exercise of their discretion, deem fit and proper,’’ and (section 
13) ‘‘ every licence which shall be granted under the authority of this Act 
shall be in force after the granting thereof for one whole year and no 
longer.’’ The Act of 1872 (35 & 36 Vict. c. 94), by section 42, introduced 

visions with regard to the renewal of licences, including a provision 
Sab.gictlen (i)) that the applicant for renewal ‘‘neeed not attend in 
— at the general annual licensing meeting unless he is required by the 
icensing justices so to attend.”” The section concludes with a proviso that 
“subject as aforesaid licences shall be renewed, and the power and dis- 
cretion of the justices relative to such renewal shall be exercised as here- 
tofore.” The Licensing Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 49), prohibits the jus- 
tices from requiring the attendance of an applicant for renewal ‘‘ save for 
some special cause personal to the licensed person to whom such requisi- 
tion is-sent ” (section 26). It was argued that the introduction here of the 
word ‘“‘ personal ’’ took away from the justices the power of requiring the 
attendance of the applicant for renewal unless some ground of complaint 
existed against himself personally, either in his own conduct or in the 
management of the licensed house, and that, consequently, only in such 
cases was there any discretion to refuse a renewal. 

Tue Hovse (Lord Harssvry, C., and Lords Bramwwett, Herscuett, 
Muacwacuten, and Haynen) dismissed the appeal. Lord Hatsstry, C., 
said that by the express language of the governing statute the grant of the 
i > was placed within the discretion of the magistrates. The popula- 
tion might increase as well as diminish, but would it be argued that in 
the case of increase no fresh licence could be granted because it would 
interfere with the monopoly of persons already licensed? It was un- 
reasonable that there should be a discretion in one direction and not in 
another. If there was any injustice as alleged, yet this consideration 
could not prevail over the plain language of the statute. But there was 
no such injustice. The justices had a discretion vested in them, and this 
was to be exercised in a manner not arbitrary and fanciful, but legal and 
regular: Wilson v. Rastall (4 T. R., at p. 757), Queen v. Boteler (12 W. R. 
466, 33 L. J. M. C. 101), Queen v. Sylvester (31 L. J. M. C. 93), and see per 
Lord Selborne in Macbeth v. Ashley (L. R. 2 Sc., at p. 360). And no 
subsequent statute had withdrawn the discretion originally given. The 
Acts of 1872 and 1874 did not profess to limit the discretion, but simply 
enacted a new procedure. Lord Buamwewt thought that it was a very 
plain case, and that the judgment must be affirmed. It was clear that 
the magistrates might consider the circumstances of the neighbourhood 
on an original application, but it was said this power did not exist on an 
application for renewal. Perhaps it might be sufficient for the magistrates 
to refuse and give no reasons; but, if they did give reasons, those alleged 
here were good ones. He agreed that different considerations should 

on the minds of the justices on a renewal, and amongst these the 
hardship of taking away an honest means of livelihood for which money 
bad been paid. But the renewal was no more than a new licence, just as 
a new lease was spoken of as a renewal, though the parties and terms 
might be wholly different. If, upon a renewal, the Legislature intended 
that the discretion should be taken away, this might have been done 
plainly. The courts ought never to put a limit on general words unless 
there was almost a necessity for #0 doing. The word “‘personal,’’ so 
muuch relied on, meant “ individual,’ as distinguished from the class to 





which the applicant belonged. The Legislature contemplated that licences 
would ordinarily be renewed, but this did not help the appellant to shew 
that the renewal might not be refused for the reasons assigned. Lord 
HerscueEt thought that the discretion originally conferred on the justices 
was not in any way fettered. The Act of 1872 only altered the procedure, 
As to the words “‘ cause personal’’ in the Act of 1874, these simply meant 
that the cause was to be a cause for requiring the individual to be present, 
and had no reference to the causes which might induce the justices to 
refuse the renewal. Lord Macnacuten and Lord Hannzn delivered judg- 
ments to the same effect.—CounsEeL, Henn Collins, Q.C., Candy, Q.C., and 
I. Sanderson ; Addison, Q.C., Poland, Q.C., and Patterson. Soxtcrtors, 
Peckham, Maitland, § Peckham, for Watson, Kendal; Nichol, Son, § Jones, 
for Bolton, Kendal. 





Court of Appeal. 
BECKETT v. TOWER ASSETS CO.—No. 1, 2ist March. 


Brit or SALE—PurcuHAse AND Hire AGREEMENT—FictitTiI0ovs TRANSACTION— 
SvBsTANCE AND NOT ForM TO BE INQUIRED INTO—BILLs or SALE Act, 1878 
(41 & 42 Vicr. c. 31), s. 4. 


Action to recover damages for trespass to goods. The plaintiff, in 
October, 1888, applied to the defendants for a loan of £30 upon the 
security of his furniture. The defendants made an inventory of the 
furniture, and included in it, by consent, the tools of the plaintiff’s trade. 
At this time the plaintiff owed his landlord some rent. It was suggested 
by the defendants that it would be better not to have a bill of sale, but to 
get the landlord to put ina friendly distress, and that a sale should be 
made of the goods to the defendants, and that afterwards there should be 
a repurchase, by a hire-purchase agreement, by the plaintiff from the 
defendants. The landlord accordingly, at the request of the plaintiff, put 
in a friendly distress for £25, rent due on the 29th of September, | 588, 
and the goods seized were appraised at £29 5s. On the 17th of October a 
representative from the defendants went to the plaintiff’s house, and the 
plaintiff having requested the broker to sell the goods to the defendants at 
the condemned price, the defendants’ representative paid the broker 
£29 5s. On the 16th of October the plaintiff and his wife went to the 
defendants’ office, when a hiring agreement was produced for the wife’s 
signature, under which the hirer was to pay the defendants £1 8s. a month 
until £50 was paid, when the goods would become her property; the hirer 
from time to time to pay the rent due in respect of the house where the 
goods were ; and in case the hirer should make default in payment of any 
instalments under the agreement, or should fail to perform any of the 
provisions of the agreement, the defendants might take possession of the 
goods and sell them. The plaintiff objected to paying £50 for an advance 
of £29 5s., on which the defendants said, ‘‘ You can please yourself; we 
have bought the goods; you know whether they are worth £50 or not.” 
The plaintiff thereupon said that he saw how he was placed, and his wife 
signed the agreement, and he signed a document guaranteeing the due 
payment of the instalments. The instalments were duly paid, but the 
rent being in arrear the landlord agreed to forego the whole rent due from 
Christmas, 1888, to the 25th of June, 1889, provided the plaintiff would 
give up possession of the house on the 24th of June, and the landlord sent 
to the defendants an undertaking not to distrain for any rent up to the 
25th of June. The plaintiff having made arrangements to stay on for 
another week, though giving up the key of the house to the landlord on 
the 24th of June, the defendants on the 22nd of June asked the landlord 
to extend his undertaking not to distrain. The landlord refused, and on 
the 24th of June the defendants seized the goods. In an action of trespass, 
the jury having assessed the damages, the other questions were left to 
Cave, J., who tried the case. The learned judge gave ie oy for the 
defendants, on the ground that the transaction was a sale of the goods to 
them subject to a right of repurchase in the plaintiff, and that there was 
no document requiring registration as a bill of sale. The plaintiff 
appealed. Re Watson (38 W. Kt. 567, 25 Q. B. D. 27) and Madell v. Thomas 
(39 W. R. 280, 1891, 1 Q. B. 230) were referred to. 

Tue Covut (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.), having taken 
time to consider, allowed the appeal. Fry, L.J., said that the cases of 
Re Watson and Madell y. Thomas shewed that the court must inquire into 
the real nature of the transaction, whatever form the documents might 
assume. But if the defendants had a title by some transaction inde- 
pendently of any document, and then a document was executed which, 
according to its true construction, was a bill of sale, and it was not 
registered, the mere avoidance of the bill of sale would not deprive the 
defendants of their independent title. Had the defendants any such 
independent title here? The answer to that depended upon what was the 
real intention of the parties; and the substance, and not the mere form of 
the transaction, the position of the parties, and the whole circumstances 
must be looked at. The transaction depended upen the consent of 
Beckett. The true conclusion from the facts was that there was to be a 
sale and repurchase agreement; that the sale was to be in appearance 
absolute, and to operate as a bill of sale if and when the repurchase 
agreement was executed, but that if it was not executed, then the bene- 
ficial interest in the goods was not to pass, and that there should be a 
resulting trust in favour of the plaintiff. Take the interval between the 
hour on the 17th of October, when the sham sale took place, and the hour 
on the 18th of October, when the purchase agreement was executed. It 
seemed to him (the Lord Justice) that the plaintiff might have recovered 
the goods, on repayment of the sum advanced and expenses, if on the 
18th of October the defendants had refused to execute the repurchase 
eee ps It was the intention of both parties that the legal estate 
should pass, subject to a resulting trust in favour of the plaintiff until 
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the repurchase agreement was executed. It followed from that view that 
there was no independent title in the defendants; that the beneficial 
interest in the goods remained in the plaintiff until the repurchase agree- 
ment was executed; and that, therefore, they had not any title inde- 
pendent of the bill of sale, and that, as the bill of sale was not registered, 
the plaintiff was entitled to recover. There was another ground upon 
which he thought that the plaintiff could recover. The defendants 
justified the seizure by reason of tlie plaintiff’s default in payment of the 
rent. ‘There was evidence that there was a course of dealing between the 
parties which would preclude them from availing themselves of that 
default. The landlord had given undertakings not to distrain until after 
the 24th of June, and the defendants had accepted those undertakings. 
The defendants nevertheless seized when the undertaking was in force. 
Lord Esner, M.R., and Bowen, L.J., concurred.—Covunset, Henn Collins, 
Q.C., and W. E. Hume Williams ; Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., Cock, Q.C., and 
H. Reed. Sowtcrrors, Pumfrey ; Evans § Batchelor. 


STEINMAN & CO. ». ANGIER LINE (LIM.)—No. 1, 21st March. 


Sur—Birtt or Lapinec—Exception or Liasiirty. ror Loss cAUsED BY 
Tureves “OF WHATEVER kIND”—Tuerr By STEvEDORE’s Men— 
LraBiuiry. 

The plaintiffs shipped certain goods on board the defendant’s vessel for 
carriage from Liverpool to Buenos Ayres under a bill of lading which 
excepted liability for loss or damage caused by (inter alia) ‘* pirates, 
robbers, thieves of whatever kind, whether on board or not, or by land or 
sea.’’? On the arrival of the vesselat Buenos Ayres it was found that some 
of the goods had been stolen. In an action to recover the loss, A. L. 
Smith, J., found that the goods had been stolen after shipment by some of 
the stevedore’s men, but held that this did not come within the exception, 
and gave judgment for the plaintiffs. It appeared that the stevedore was 
paid by and in the service of the defendants, the shipowners. The 
defendants appealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. Bowen, L.J., in the course of a wntten judgment, said that the 
term ‘‘thieves’’ in a bill of lading received a judicial interpretation in 
Taylor v. Liverpool and Great Western Steamship Co. (22 W. R. 752, L. R. 9 Q. 
B. 546), and it was there held that the term was only intended to deal 
with thefts by persons ‘‘ not belonging ” to the ship. The present bill of 
lading used the phrase ‘‘ thieves of whatever kind.’’ Thieves might 
“belong to’’ a ship in two ways: they might be persons lawfully on 
board who had nothing to do with the service of the ship; or they might 
be the master and crew, or persons in the service of the ship. Were the 
words, ‘‘ thieves of whatever kind, whether on board or not, or by land or 
sea,”’ intended to add both these classes of depredators, or only the former 
class, to the ‘‘ outside thieves ’? who were previously covered by the word 
“thieves”? in ordinary bills of lading? This question must be decided 
upon the broad principle, applicable to all contracts of carriage, that 
words of general exemption were only intended (unless the words were 
clear) to relieve the carrier from liability where there had been no mis- 
conduct or default on his part or that of his servants. The exceptions in 
a bill of lading were not intended to excuse the carrier from the obligation 
of bringing due skill and care on the part of himself and his servants to 
bear both upon the stowing and the carrying of the cargo. The mere 
introduction, therefore, into the list of exceptions, of the words ‘‘ thieves 
of whatever kind,’’ &c., did not relieve the shipowner from liability for the 
thefts committed by those in the service of the ship. The plaintiffs, there- 
fore, were entitled to judgment, and the appeal must be dismissed. Lord 
Esuer, M.R., and Fry, L.J., concurred.—CounseL, Bigham, Q.C., and 
Carver ; Barnes, Q.C., and Hurst. Soxtcrrors, Pritchard, Englefield, § Co. ; 
Downing, Holnan, § Co. 


THE QUEEN +. JACKSON—No. 1, 19th March. 


Hareas Corpts—Hvusranp ann Wire—Ricut or Husnanp to Custopy oF 
Wire—Restirvtion or Consvcan Rigurs—Martrmontat Causes Act, 
1884 (47 & 48 Vicr. c. 68). 


This was a return to a writ of habeas corpus. Application for the writ 
was made, in the first instance, to a Divisional Court (Cave and Jeune, 
JJ.) on the 16th of March. On appeal the writ was granted by the Court 
of Appeal (Lord Halsbury, C., Lord Esher, M.R., and Fry, L.J.), subject 
to the jurisdiction of the court to hear the appeal. The return to the writ 
was now made, and the matter came on to argued. The question of 
jurisdiction was not discussed, although the right of the court to entertain 
the appeal was disputed; but it was admitted that the Lord Chancellor 
had original jurisdiction to issue the writ, and that the decision of the 
Court of Appeal in Bell Cox v. Hakes (20 Q. B. D. 1), that the court had 
jurisdiction to entertain an appeal from a refusal to grant a writ of habeas 
corpus, had not been expressly overruled by the House of Lords (15 App. 
Cas. 506). It appeared that Mr. and Mrs. Jackson were married on the 
5th of November, 1887, and that, a few days later, Mr. Jackson, with his 
wife’s consent, went to New Zealand. According to the affidavits filed by 
him, it was arranged that his wife should follow him to that country; 
but on his arrival there he found letters from her urging him to re- 
turn to England. He accordingly did so, but was refused access to her 
by her relatives, with whom she was then residing. He then applied to 
the court, and, on the 30th of July, 1889, obtained a decree for the 
restitution of conjugal rights. Mrs. Jackson declined to comply with the 
decree, On Sunday, the 8th of March, 1891, as Mrs. Jackson was coming 
out of church with her sister, she was seized by her husband, who, with 
the help of two of his friends, succeeded in overcoming her resistance, and 
forced her into a carriage which he had in attendance. She was im- 
mediately driven to Mr. Jackson’s house at Blackburn, where she had 


remained in confinement ever since, all access to her on the part of her 


friends and relatives being denied by her husband, and any attempt 
to rescue her being resisted by force. U these facts the writ of Aabeas 
corpus was issued, upon the application of her relatives. The return to the 
writ was in the following terms:—‘‘ I, Edmund Haughton Jackson, 
in obedience to the writ herewith, do certify and return as fol- 
lows: — (1) The said Emily Emma Maude Jackson is my wife. 
(2) During my absence in New Zealand in the year 1888 my said wife 
went to reside with her sisters and brother-in-law. It was arranged 
that she should shortly join me in New Zealand, but she wrote to me 
ressing me to return to England, and I did so, but on my return to Eng- 
d in»July, 1888, she refused to live with me, and I was denied access 
to her. (3) I commenced proceedings in the Divorce Division of the High 
Court of Justice against my said wife for restitution of conjugal rights, 
and on the 30th day of July, 1889, a decree was made for such restitution. 
(4) Since the making of such decree I have endeavoured to persuade my 
said wife by letters (personal access being still denied to me) to come and 
live with me, but, acting under the advice and counsel of her said sisters 
and brother-in-law, she has in no way responded to my overtures. (5) I, 
therefore, on the 8th day of March instant, took my said wife, and have 
since detained her in my house, using no more force or constraint than 
Was necess to take her, or to prevent her returning to her said rela- 
tions. She has had perfect liberty in, and the full run of, the house short 
of leaving it. (6) Such restraint I submit that I could lawfully use in 
order to have an opportunity of regaining the affection of my wife, 
which had become alienated from me, and which it was impossible i could 
do when she was under the influence of her said relations.”” It was con- 
tended on the of Mr. Jackson that a husband had a right to the 
custody of his wife, and that he was entitled to seize her by force, and to 
confine her in order to prevent her from absenting herself permanently 
from his society. In support of this contention the case of Er parte 
Cochrane (8 Dowl. P. C. 630) was relied upon. 

Tue Covurr (Lord Hatssury, C., Lord Esner, M.R., and Fry, 
L.J.) held the return bad, and directed the discharge of Mrs. Jackson. 
Lord Hatssury, C., said that the court had satisfied themselves, after a 
private interview with the lady, that in her refusal to go to her husband’s 
house and her resistance to continue in it she was acting entirely of her 
own free will, and had neither been forced nor induced by any other 
person to refuse to consort with her husband. Some of the propositions 
which had been put forward during the argument were such as he was 
most reluctant to suppose ever formed part of the lawof England. What- 
ever quaint and even absurd dicta might be found in old cases as to the 
alleged right of a husband to chastise his wife, he should not have 
expected to hear them brought forward as authorities in a court of justice 
in this or any other civilized country. The only justification which could 
be found for such phrases was that which he was very glad to find was 
given by Lord Hale, that “‘ castigatio’”’ did not mean corporal chastise- 
ment, but merely admonition. The propositions which had been put 
forward were absolutely inconsistent with the rights of free human 
creatures. All the early authorities on the subject appeared to be tainted 
with the notion of the absolute dominion of the husband over his wife. 
The only case of authority which laid down that a husband had a right to 
the custody of his wife’s person was Cochranc’s case, but there was no 
case which said that the mere relation of husband and wife gave the hus- 
band a complete dominion over his wife’s person where there had been no 
misconduct or anticipated act of misconduct on her . It was quite 
possible that some proximate act of misconduct which would stain her 
husband’s honour or affect his property might justify his physical inter- 
ference with her, just as any person would be justified in such physical 
interference in order to restrain her from throwing herself out of the 
window. It had been attempted to draw a distinction, which it was 
difficult to define, between mint stab A and imprisonment, and it had been 
said that a husband was justified in confining, but not in imprisonizig, his 
wife. If there was any difference between the terms, he (the Lord Chan- 
cellor) was of opinion that in the present case Mrs. Jackson had been 
imprisoned by her husband. No authority whatever had been cited for 
the proposition that a husband had a right forcibly to seize a wife who 
was wilfully absenting herself from him, and by the Matrimonial Causes 
Act, 1884, the Legislature had expressly taken away the right of the 
court to enforce a decree for the restitution of conjugal rights by 
means of attachment. Could it be possible that, in spite of this, the 
husband had a right of his own motion to seize by force a wife wilfully 
absenting herself from his society, and to confine her until she consented 
to render him conjugal rights? In every authority on the subject the 
qualification was imported that where a wife had a reasonable apprehension 
of personal violence from her husband the court would never interfere to 
induce her to return to him. He (the Lord Chancellor) was prepared to 
say that no English subject had a right to imprison any other English 
subject, whether a wife or anyone else, so long as that person was swi _jreris 
and of responsible age. Apart, however, from the | sapien of law, the 
facts in this case afforded the court ample justification for refusing to hand 
over this lady to her husband. That she should be seized on coming out 
of church on a Sunday by a number of men, and violently thrown into a 
carriage, was an insult which shewed an entire absence of that delicacy and 
respect which was due to a wife whom a husband had sworn to love and 
cherish. He regarded with indignation the statement of facts which had 
been made by the husband. There was no ot ps in law, and there never 
had been any power, such as the husband had professed to exercise, and 
the return to the writ was therefore bad. Any attempt on the part of the 
husband to recapture the wife would after this judgment be a gross 
contempt of Lord Esusr, M.R., delivered judgment to the same 


effect. Fry, L.J., said re were rai by the return to the 
writ. For the first, that a h had a right to capture his wife by force, 
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no vestige of authority had been produced. In Cochrane’s case the posses- 
sion of the wife had been recovered not by violence but by strategy. The 
only question, therefore, really to be decided was whether a husband had a 
right to confine his wife until she consented to restore to him his conjugal 
rights. In support of that proposition Cochrane's case, which was decided in 
1840, was relied upon. There was no earlier authority except the statement 
in Bacon’s Abridgment, but that statement was so vague and large 
that it could not be regarded as a satisfactory exposition of the law. 
The case of R. v. Lister (1 Str. 478) was at direct variance with the 
roposition, because it was there said that the husband’s right to restrain 
his wife depended on certain conditions, which it was admitted did not 
here exist. Cochrane’s case was not a satisfactory authority. It was im- 
ible to overlook the fact that cases must constantly have occurred in 
which a wife refused to give her husband conjugal rights, and yet there 
was no case on the books of such a private imprisonment of a wife by her 
husband. But the case of R. v. Leggatt (18 Q. B. 781) shook Cochrane's 
case, to say the least of it. Lord Campbell there said, and the other judges 
appeared to agree, that the husband had no such right to the custody of 
his wife as a parent had to that of his child. Even ifthe law were still 
ambigous when the Act of 1884 was passed, he should hold that that 
enactment clearly took away any such right. It was impossible to believe 
that, when the Legislature had taken away the right of the court to im- 
prison a wife who refused to render conjugal rights, it should still remain 
in the power of the husband, who was at once judge, executioner, and in- 
party, to seize and imprison her. He (the Lord Justice) wished 
to abstain from any animadversions on the old law and any comments on 
the husband’s conduct. He based his decision on this, that there was no 
such right by law as that on which the husband relied to justify his 
action.—CovunsEL, Henn Collins, Q.C., T. Terrell, and Malcolm Douglas ; 
Finlay, Q.C., and Forbes Lankester. Soxtcrrors, Thairlwall ; Shaw, -Tre- 
mellen, § Kirkman, for Hall, Baldwin, §& Weekes, Clitheroe. 


Re SLEVIN, SLEVIN +. HEPBURN—No. 2, 20th March. 


CuarirasLte Lecacy—Fattvre or Specirren CHarity AFTER DEATH OF 
TgstaToR—APPLICATION Cy-PRES. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Stirling, J. (ante, p. 125), the 
question being, whether a legacy bequeathed to a charity, which came to an 
end after the death of the testator, but before the legacy had been paid 
over, was to be applied cy-prés, or whether it fell into the residue of the 
testator’s estate. John Slevin by his will, dated the 14th of February, 
1883, appointed his brother, Michael Slevin, and the defendants Hepburn 
and Fogan, his executors, and after giving a specific legacy to his wife, 
the testator bequeathed a number of pecuniary legacies, varying in amount 
from £20 to £400, to various persons, the gift being prefaced by the words 
‘*T bequeath the pecuniary legacies following.’’ The will continued :— 
‘* I bequeath the following charitable legacies,” and proceeded to give a 
number of legacies to the Little Sisters of the Poor, the Brothers of St. 
Vincent de Paul, and other Roman Catholic institutions, churches, and 
bodies, amongst which was the following :—‘‘'To the Orphanage of St. 
Dominic’s, Newcastle-on-Tyne, £200 . . .’’ And he added, “I direct 
that the receipts or receipt of the respective treasurers, secretaries, 
ministers, or managers, or any of them respectively, for the time 
being, of the said institutions, churches, or bodies shall be a 
sufficient discharge to my executors and trustees for the said chari- 
table legacies respectively, and that the same legacies shall be paid 
out of such parts of my personal estate as may be lawfully applied to 
charitable purposes, and preferably to every other payment thereout.”’ 
The testator was a Roman Catholic. He died on February 24, 1883. In 
1878 a Mrs Priestman had purchased a house in a district of Newcastle-on- 

, known as St. Dominic’s, as a home for orphan and friendless little 
girls, at Newcastle, to which she gave the name of St. Dominic’s 
eee. This home was conducted for some years at her own expense, 

girls were received into it until 1882, when she left Newcastle, and she 
and her husband went to live at Clifton, to which place she removed most 
of the children from Newcastle, placing them in various orphanages in the 
neighbourhood, where some of them were still maintained at her expense. 
A few of them, however, remained at the house in Newcastle until March, 
1883, when the last of them left, and Mrs. Priestman sold the house to the 
Dominican Sisters. On the door of the house was a brass plate bearing 
the name ‘‘ St. Dominic’s Orphanage,” and it continued there until the 
house was sold. The residuary legatees of the testator asked for a 
declaration that the legacy had lapsed and formed part of the residue, and 
Clark v. Taylor (1 Drew. 642) was relied upon. It was contended by the 
Attorney-General, on the authority of Hayter v. Trego (5 Russ. 113), that 
the legacy ought to be applied cy-prés. Stirling, J., held upon the 
evidence that the orphanage was still in existence at the time of the 
testator’s death, but he considered that he was bound by Clark v. Taylor 
to hold that the legacy fell into the residue. 

Tue Covet (Lixpizey, Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ .) reversed this decision. 
Kay, LJ., delivered the following judgment of the court :—This case 
raises @ question which seems only to have occurred in two instances in 
the books—namely, whether a charitable bequest to an institution which 
comes to an end after the death of the testator, but before the legacy is 

over, fails for ow 4 hoagey: of the residuary legatec, as in the case of a 

pee. Y speaking, a lapse can only occur by failure of the object 
in the lifetime of the testator. But it is sonitle that a will might 
be so framed as that a subsequent failure of the object of the chari- 
table gift might occasion a resulting trust for the benefit of the 
testator’s estate. We have not been referred to any such case, 
nor have we found any. A surplus of charity funds arising from 
pam | of the particular charity, or from increase m the value of the 
charity property beyond the requirements of the special object, has 








been treated as charity property to be administered cy-prés. Lord 
Eldon, in Attorney-General v. Mayor of Bristol (2 J. & W. 313), states 
expressly that this is a settled rule in case of a surplus arising from an 
increase of the fund. Attorney-General v. Lronmongers’ Co. (2 M. & K. 576) 
decides the same point, where the object fails after the bequest has taken 
effect ; and see Attorney-General v. Craven (21 Beav. 392), Chamberlayne v, 
Brockett (L. R. 8 Ch. 206), and Mayor of Lyons v. Advocate-General of Bengal 
(1 App. Cas. 91). In Attorney-General v. Wilson (3 M. & K. 362) a differ. 
ence is suggested where the will shews an intention to create a resulting 
trust, as where the charitable purposes do not exhaust the whole income 
of the fund which is dealt with at the time of the disposition, but some- 
thing is left undisposed of from the first. This is not a case of that kind, 
It is a simple legacy of a sum of ‘‘ £200 for the Orphanage of St. Dominic’s, 
Newcastle-on-Tyne.’’ If it had been received, the whole might have been 
expended at once, and, even if not received, the amount might have been 
anticipated by borrowing from a banker or otherwise, and charging the 
legacy with the amount so borrowed. Bowen, L.J., has some doubt as to 
the effect of the evidence, but the other members of the court think it 
must be treated as the learned judge has done—that, upon the evidence, 
‘*the orphanage, though about to be discontinued at the beginning of the 
year 1883, had not ceased to exist at the time of the testator’s death.” 
The orphanage did come to an end before the legacy was paid over. In 
the case of a legacy to an individual, if he survived the testator, it could 
not be argued that the legacy would fall into the residue. Even if the 
legatee died intestate and without next of kin, still the money was his, 
and the residuary legatee would have no right whatever against the 
Crown. So, if the legatee were a corporation which was dissolved after 
the testator’s death, the residuary legatee would have no claim. Obviously 
it can make no difference that the legatee ceased to exist immediately 
after the death of the testator. The same law must be applicable 
whether it was a day, a month, a year, or, as might well happen, 
ten years after, the legacy not having been paid, either from delay 
occasioned by the administration of the estate, or owing to part of the 
estate not having been got in. The legacy became the property of the 
legatee upon the death of the testator, though he might not for some 
reason obtain the receipt of it till long after. When once it became the 
absolute property of the legatee, that is equivalent to saying that it must 
be provided for, and the residue is only what remains after making such 
provision. It does not for all purposes cease to be part of the testator’s 
estate until the executors admit assets, and appropriate or pay it over, 
but that is merely for their convenience and that of the estate. The 
rights as between the particular legatee and the residue are fixed at 
the testator’s death. These propositions are so obvious that it would 
seem impossible to dispute them without some authority to the contrary. 
Is there any such authority? In Hayter v. Trego (5 Russ. 113) Sir John 
Leach had this very case to deal with. A testator gave a legacy of £500 
to a voluntary society called the Plymouth and Devon Asylum for the 
Reception of Female Penitents. He died in June, 1821, at which time 
the asylum was still in existence. but on the 29th of May, 1822, before 
the legacy was paid, the society was dissolved. We have examined the 
record ; it is plain from it that the contest was between the next of kin 
(there being no residuary gift) and the Attorney-General ; and Sir John 
Leach decided the case in the only way which on principle seems to us to 
be possible—viz., that the fund must be applied for charitable purposes, 
resembling that purpose which had failed. It is said, and perhaps with 
truth, that there was in that case a sufficient indication of a general 
charitable intention to justify the decision, even if there had been no such 
institution in existence at the testator’s death, and reliance is placed on 
the more recent decision of Kindersley, V.C., in Clark v. Taylor (1 
W. R. 476, 1 Drew. 642). According to the report in Drewry, the be- 
quest was £50 to a female orphan school in Greenwich, patronized by 
Mrs. Enderby. ‘The testator died in October, 1846 (which is in the report 
incorrectly printed 1840), and the school was discontinued in November of 
the same year. In the report in the Weexty Reporter it is stated that 
the school was discontinued about the same time that the testator died. 
Neither in the arguments nor in the judgment was reliance placed upon 
the circumstance that the institution was actually in existence at the 
testator’s death. In the judgment it was treated as a clear case of lapse— 
that is, as though there was no such institution at the testator’s deat, 
and the only matter dealt with by the Vice-Chancellor was, the question 
whether, on that supposition, there was such a general intention of charity 
as to justify an administration cy-prés. The Vice-Chancellor decided that 
there was not, and that the residuary legatees were entitled. Hayter v. 
Trego was not referred to. The only cases cited were Cherry v. Mott (1 My. 
& Cr. 123) and Loscombe vy. Wintringham (13 Beav. 87), in one of which the 
failure of the charity occurred in the testator’s lifetime, and in the other 
—what is equivalent—the legatee declined the bequest. It was upon the 
authority of this decision of Vice-Chancellor Kindersley that Stirling, J., 
chiefly rested his judgment, rather, as we gather from his language, 
against his own opinion. We cannot treat Clark v. Zuylor as a decision 
which supports the view he has taken. It seems to us that all the Vice- 
Chancellor intended to decide was, that, assuming the institution to have 
failed in the testator’s lifetime, there was no such general purpose of 
charity as would warrant the distribution cy-prés. We have not found any 
case in which the supposed view of the Vice-Chancellor in Clark v. Taylor 
has been followed. In the text books—Tudor’s Charitable Trusts, 41; 
Jarman, 246, 247 (doubtfully); and Theobald, 277—and also by Lord 
Hatherley in Fisk v. Attorney-General (L. R. 4 Eq. 523), and Vice- 
Chancellor Stuart in Coldwell v. Holmes (2 Sm. & G. 24), it is 
treated as a case of lapse, on the ground that the institution 
had come to an end in the testator’s lifetime. If it decided 
that failure of the institution after the testator’s death occasioned 


i lapse, or on qny other ground entitled the residuary legatee to the 
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legacy, we are of opinion that the decision-should be overruled, but we do 
not believe that anything of the kind was intended. In the present case 
we think that the Attorney-General must succeed, not on the ground that 
there is such a general charitable intention that the fund should be ad- 
ministered cy-pres, even if the charity had failed in the testator’s lifetime, 
but because, as -the charity existed at the testator’s death, this legacy 
became the property of that charity, and on its ceasing to exist its pro- 
perty falls to be administered by the Crown, who will apply it according 
to custom for some analogous purpose of charity, as in Attorney-General v. 
Ironmongers’ Co. (2 M. & K, 576, 2 Beav. 313, Cr. & Ph. 208, 10 Cl. & F. 
908), Wilson v. Barnes (38 Ch. D. 507), and the other cases collected in 
Tyssen on Charity, 440.—CovnszL, Ingle Joyce ; Welby King ; R. F. Norton. 
Sorscrroxs, Hare § Oo. ; Grundy, Izod, § Grundy; Pattison, Wigg, § Co. 


THORNTON v. UNION DISCOUNT CO. OF LONDON—No. 2, 24th March. 
Practice—Mope or TrrAt—JturY—DIscreETION OF JUDGE. 


This was an appeal from the refusal of Chitty, J., to order the 
action to be tried by a jury. The action, which was brought in the 
Chancery Division, arose out of some frauds committed by one Barber, a 
stockbroker. The case alleged by the statement of claim was to the follow- 
ing effect:—In April, 1890, the plaintiff instructed Barber, as his stock- 
broker, to purchase fifteen 1,000 dols. Mexican Central Railway bonds. 
The bonds were purchased by Barber, and paid for by the plaintiff; but 
the plaintiff directed Barber to retain the bonds in his possession for safe 
custody. Instead of retaining the bonds in his possession, Barber fraudu- 
lently, and without the knowledge or consent of the plaintiff, handed over 
the bonds, with other securities belonging to other customers, to the 
defendant company, as cover or security for an advance which the defend- 
ant company made to him. At the date of the advance the plaintiff was 


‘ not indebted to Barber, nor did the plaintiff give him an authority to 


pledge the bonds. The plaintiff alleged that the defendants had been in 
the habit for several years past of making similar advances to Barber and 
his predecessors in business, and that such advances were made in accord- 
ance with a course of business adopted by the defendants in their dealings 
with other London brokers, and that the defendants’ course of business was 
to advance money at interest to brokers on securities belonging to the 
brokers’ customers, and that the defendants were aware that the brokers 
required the loans to make advances to their own customers, and that the 
securities deposited were the property of such customers, and that 
with this knowledge, and in order to prevent any difficulty arising 
between the brokers and their customers, the defendants gave facilities 
for the exchange of the securities deposited with them, allowing the 
brokers to withdraw considerable portions of the same on the morning of 
any Stock Exchange settling day, on an undertaking to restore securities 
of an equivalent value at the close of the settling day. The plaintiff 
alleged that the defendants knew and had notice, not only from the 
general course of business, but also from the particular transactions 
between them and Barber, that the securities deposited by him with them 
were securities belonging to his customers, and relied on Barber's integrity, 
making advances on the securities without inquiry as to the true ownership, 
or as to Barber’s authority to deposit them, or as to Barber’s interest in 
the securities. The plaintiff claimed a declaration that the bonds were 
deposited with the defendants in fraud of the plaintiff, and that the 
defendants took the bonds with notice that they were not the property of 
Barber, but belonged to some or one of Barber’s customers, and that the 
deposit conferred no title on the defendants, and the plaintiff also claimed 
payment of the amount realized by the sale of the bonds, with interest at 
the rate of £5 per cent. from the date of such sale, or damages in the case 
of depreciation of the bonds. The defendants alleged in their defence 
that they had acted with bona fides, and denied that they were aware that 
the securities deposited with them by brokers were securities belonging to 
the brokers’ customers, and they stated that they had no reason to suppose 
that the bonds did not belong to Barber, or that he had no authority to 
deal with, and had no interest in, the bonds, and they further pleaded 
that the bonds were negotiable securities payable to bearer, and that they 
were bond fide purchasers and holders for value without notice of any fraud 
or of the plaintiff’s claim, and they also submitted that the plaintiff by 
his own negligence had facilitated, and, in fact, occasioned, the fraud. 
Barber’s personal representative, who was joined as a defendant, admitted 
the liability of his estate to make good the plaintiff’s loss. Chitty, J., 
was of opinion that the case was one proper for the decision of a judge 
sitting alone. 

Tne Court (Liypiey, Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
They thought that the case involved issues of fact which might advan- 
tageously be tried by a special jury of persons versed in mercantile affairs. 
But at the same time it was a case which might be tried by a judge alone, 
and they ought not to interfere with the discretion of the judge.—CovunssL, 
Finlay, Q.C., and Ingle Joyce; Levett, Q.C., and Pattison. Soxicrrons, 
Hollams, Son, Coward, §& Hawhesley ; Hores § Pattisson; W. J. Myatt. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
PENNY ». PENNY—Chitty, J., 21st March. 


R. 8. C., XL, 1 (f), 2—Servics ovr or rue Juntsprcrron—Concurrent 
Remepy. 

In this case a motion was made by the defendants, the Scotch execu- 
trices dative and next of kin of an intestate, who was alleged to bea 
domiciled Scotchman, to set aside the service of the writ, which had been 
served on them out of the jurisdiction by leave under ord. 11, r.1. The 
plaintiff? in the action was a Bolivian subject, and, as widow of the 





deceased intestate, had obtained in Bolivia an ex parte declaration that, as 
‘compulsory heiress ab intestato,”’ she was entitled to ssession 
of the deceased’s movable and immovable property in Bolivia. The action 
was brought against the deceased’s agents in this country, who admitted 
themselves to be debtors to the deceased’s estate for £36,000, and against 
the Scotch executrices dative, who had sealed confirmation in the English 
Probate Court, and the plaintiff claimed a declaration that the deceased 
died domiciled in Bolivia; administration by the court; injunctions 
against the agents from paying, and the executrices dative from suing 
for or receiving the £36,000 ; and the appointment of a receiver. 

Currry, J., said that the applicants had obtained a finding in Scotland 
that they were next of kin of the deceased, and had been there decerned 
as his executrices dative, and had obtained sealing here and found caution 
or security for the due administration of the deceased’s estate in Scotland 
and England. The finding in Scotland was conclusive for the purposes of 
the Probate and Confirmation Act, 1858. The plaintiff was therefore 
claiming here under an equitable title as sole beneficiary by the law of 
Bolivia. Under ord. 11, r. 1, sub-rule (f), the court had jurisdiction to 
allow service of the writ. The court, however, had a discretion. As it 
had appeared that the plaintiff herself intended to take proceedings in 
Scotland for the revocation of the Scotch confirmation, and as the prin- 
cipal witness appeared to reside in Scotland, and on other grounds of con- 
venience, he thought the proper course was to exercise his discretion in 
favour of the applicants. He therefore set aside the service of the writ.— 
Counsex, Rigby, Q.C., Birrell, and A. E. Barker ; Sir H. Davey, Q.C., and 
S. A. Sillem. Soutcrrors, Keeping § Gloag ; Budd, Johnson, § Jecks. 


Re THE UNIONIST CLUB (LIM.)—Chitty, J., 23rd March. 


Company—ProvistonaL Liquripator—OrriciaL Recerver—Compantes Act, 
1862, s. 85—Companres (Wrinprnc-vp) Act, 1890, s. 4, sur-section 5, 
AND Rvute 32 or Ruies unpger Act or 1890. 


In this case, a petition to wind up the company having been presented 
by creditors, the petitioners applied for the appointment of E. J. Hart as 
provisional liquidator. The question arose whether, having regard to the 
Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, s. 4, sub-section 5, and rule 32 of the 
rules under that Act, the official receiver should be appointed. 

Currry, J., said that the power of the court under section 85 of the Act 
of 1862 of appointing provisional liquidators was left unimpaired by the 
Act of 1890. If a winding-up order was made, a question might arise 
whether the official receiver was not to be official liquidator. He made an 
order as asked.—Covnset, Farwell, Q.C., and Davenport ; Ashton Cross, 
Souicrrors, William Hicks ; Maddison. 


LAWRENCE v. EDWARDS—Chitty, J., 23rd March. 
Partsn CLerk—InsJUNcTION—JURISDICTION—TEMPORAL OFFICE. 


This was a case in which Chitty, J., on the 5th of December last, granted 
an interim injunction restraining the defendant from receiving the fees and 
emoluments of the office of parish clerk. The defendant did not appear, 
and the plaintiff now moved for judgment in default of defence, and the 
minutes of judgment asked that the defendant might be restrained from 
acting in the office. The question arose, whether the court had jurisdic- 
tion, or whether the office of parish clerk was a spiritual one. 

Curry, J., on being referred to the authorities, said that there was 
ample authority for holding that the office was a temporal one. The de- 
cisions from the time of James I. (13 Co. 70) down to Tarrant v. Harby (1 
Burr. 367) were all to that effect. He therefore gave judgment as prayed. 
—CounsgeL, Willis Bund. Sorsicrrors, Withall, Holland, § Withall. 


PLUMBLY vr. PERRYMAN—North, J., 20th March. 


Action ror Lirmet—Inrertocvrory Ixsuncrion—Jvuprcatcre Act, 1873, 
ss. 34, 36 


This was a motion by the plaintiff in the action, Plumbly, a stock- 
broker, to restrain, until trial of the action or further order, the 
defendant, who was the editor, proprietor, publisher, and nominal 
printer of a weekly newspaper called the Financial Observer and Mining 
Herald, from printing, selling, circulating, or otherwise publishing 
certain libels alleged to be contained in the number of the news- 
paper of the 28th of February. The writ was issued on the 3rd of 
March. It was indorsed with a claim for, first, damages, secondly, an in- 
junction to restrain the further publication of the particular libels or any 
other libels which might affect the plaintiff in the conduct of his business 
or otherwise. The words complained of were contained in various articles 
in the issue of the paper for the 28th of February. 

Norrn, J., held that he ought not to imterfere by interlocutory 
injunction. He said that the action was not within any of the 
classes of actions which, by the Judicature Act, were assigned to the 
Chancery Division, or within any of the classes which were assigned 
exclusively to the Queen’s Bench Division. It was especially a 
case which ought to be tried by a jury, and which could not be 
satisfactorily heard by a judge sitting alone. The first relief asked 
for was damages; they were damages which ought to be assessed by 
a jury; though in some cases the Chancery Division did assess damages, 
this was not a case in which it would do so. The court must either send 
the trial of the facts and the assessment of damages to a jury, or must 
transfer the whole action to the Queen’s Bench Division. He was of 
opinion that the latter was the right course to adopt, and, unless the 
parties took steps to have the action transferred, he would himself 
to the Lord Chancellor for that p . The case was not one which 
Chancery Division ought to be to entertain, and he must decline to 
go into it, until the Court of Appeal had decided that he ought to do sa, 
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The trustees might spend the whole or any part of the income in mainten- 
ance, in the widest and most general sense of the word. So long as the 
trustees exercised their discretion honestly the court would not interfere 
with them.—Covnset, Warmington, Q.C., and Marcy; Dunn; Ashton 
Cross ; Maidlow ; Rawlins. Soxicrrors, Tucker § Lake, for R. H. § P. W. 
Whitcombe, Bewdley; H. Fereday, for Rawley, Chatwin, § Emerson, Bir- 
mingham ; Lickorish § Bellord. 


HILDESHEIMER & FAULKNER». DUNN & CO.—Kekewich, J., 20th 
March. 


Copyricut — Insunction — ‘‘ Suzet or LETTERPRESS 7 __ §¢ ParntiIne ’? — 

Assianment—5 & 6 Vict. c. 45, ss. 2, 11—25 & 26 Vicr. c. 68, ss. 

1, 3, 5. 

Motion to restrain infringement of copyright. The plaintiffs’ picture 
or publication consisted of a gloved hand painted on cardboard cut to the 
exact size, and shewing the back and palm of the hand. The cardboard 
opened bookwise, and on the inside was represented on the m of the 
hand the lines of life of palmistry, and on the back of the hand some lines 
of poetry. The picture had been painted, and the verses written by 
different persons. The entire work was published in May, 1889, for circu- 
lation as a Christmas card. It was registered in February, 1891, under 
the Copyright Acts, 1842 (books) and 1862 (works of art). The artist had 
assigned her interest to the plaintiffs, but it did not appear that there had 
been any assignment of the copyright in the verses. The certificates of 
registration were in the prescribed form, and in the one case gave as the 
title of the book ‘‘ The Happy Hand,’’ and the plaintiffs as publishers, 
and in the other as description of work ‘‘ painting of the happy hand, 
hand marked with lines delineating character,’’ stated the assignment, and 
gave the plaintiffs as proprietors of the copyright. The defendants had 
issued a similar card with advertisements of their goods printed on it. It 
was argued that the plaintiffs ought to have proved their proprietorship 
of the verses. 

Kerxewicu, J., said that the defendants’ card was a barefaced copy of 
the plaintiffs’. The plaintiffs’ work was well registered under the Act of 
1842 as a ‘‘ sheet of letterpress’’ and under the Act of 1862 as a painting. 
The certificates of registration were primd facie proof that the plaintiffs 
were proprietors. An injunction must be granted on the ground of the 
copying, to restrain the defendants from printing, publishing, or dis- 
tributing imitations or copies of the plaintiffs’ ‘‘ work’’ till the trial or 
further order, the word ‘‘ work’’ being used to avoid prejudicing the 
questions at issue.—Covnset, Warmington, Q.C., and T. £. Scrutton ; 
Marten, Q.C., and Morton Daniel. Soxtcrrors, Herbert Bentwich ; Hamlin, 
Grammer, & Hamlin, for C. Dunn, Leeds. 


LAW SOCIETIES 
EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of this society was held on the 17th inst., 
Mr. J. M. Cranon presiding. The report presented shewed that during the 
year the new sums assured by the society amounted to £611,307, of which 
£104,300 had been re-assured. The value of new premiums received was 
£26,270. With regard to the renewal premiums, a gratifying increase was 
shewn, the total being £164,621, as against £152,864 in the previous. year. 
Claims by death had been paid to the extent of £127,998 during the year, a 
sum considerably less than the expected total. The gross amount of the 
funds was now £2,342,993, or an increase of £27,958 in 1890. In connec- 
tion with this sum it must, however, be remembered that in addition 
£42,471 had been paid away as cash bonus. In the course of his remarks the 
chairman said that the society had experienced another prosperous year. 
Three circumstances were, in his opinion, the source of that continued 
success, viz., the large amount of new premiums, the comparatively low 
sum paid away in claims, and the large bonus paid last year, which had 
contributed greatly to their business. He then proceeded to review the 
rapid progress of the society from its inauguration in 1844. Turning again 
to the report, he observed that the expenses of management were about 11 
per cent.—a very reasonable percentage indeed compared with that of 
other offices. Mr. C. H. Russcll seconded the motion, which was carried 
nem. con. To fill the vacancy caused by the death of Mr. Rackham, one of 
the directors, Mr. C. B. Dymond was elected. Mr. Church (the auditor) 
was re-elected, while Mr. Arthur Bird was elected to the position vacated 
by Mr. Boodle, the retiring auditor. Votes of thanks to the chairman, 
directors, and staff closed the proceedings. 





LAW UNION FIRE AND LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY. 


The annual general meeting of this company was held at the office, 126, 
Chancery-lane, on the 24th inst. |The report states that:—In the Fire 
Terns new insurances were effected for a total sum of £7,975,494, 
yielding in new premiums the sum of £10,888 7s. 7d. In the Life Depart- 
ment during the same period 330 policies were effected, insuring £344,587, 
the new premiums received thereon amounting to £11,051 1s., of which 
£493 19s. 6d. was paid away for re-assurance. The above amount of new 
life assurance is the largest effected with the company in any year during 
its history. Twenty-seven life annuities for £3,702 10s. 5d. were ted, 
the purchase-moncy for which amounted to £28,446 4s. 10d., and eleven 
annuities for £1,774 11s. 9d. became void during the year by death. The 
claims under life and endowment policies, inclu bonus additions, 
were £43,748 4s. 1d., as against £61,584 15s. 8d. in the previous year. 


siderably below the expectation, according to the Mortality Tables of the 
Institute of Actuaries, on which tan valuations are based. The 
assets of the Life Department in during the year by the sum of 
£30,535 2s. 10d. The total amount of losses by fire, paid and outstanding 
on 30th November, was £18,068 19s. 8d. (being under 35 
premium income), as against £26,554 Os. 6d. in the previous year. The 
average rate of interest realized on the assets of 

productive or unproductive) was £4 2s. ed cent. (free of income tax). In 
view of the present price of Consols, it been i 

24 oo cent. from the company’s holding of that steck. This has accord- 
ingly been done, and the respective ene written off the Life, Fire, 
and Proftt and Loss Accounts. e surplus for the year on the Fire 
Account is £19,847 16s. 11d., four-fifths of which—namely, £15,878 5s. 7d. 
have been carried to the credit of the Profit and Loss Account, and one- 
fifth—namely, £3,969 11s. 4d.—has been added to Reserve Fund Account, 
in compliance with the terms of the Deed of Settlement. In compliance 
with clause 10 of said deed, the Reserve Fund, made up year by year of 
one-fifth of the fire profits, has this year to be divided, and one moiety 
thereof (£16,432 6s. 11d.) transferred to the Profit and Loss Account. The 
balance at credit of Profit and Loss Account, after payment of the 
dividend for the year ending 30th November, 1890, and after writing off 
£304 from Consols, as mentioned in the preceding paragraph, is £51,707 
6s. 9d., and the directors recommend the payment of a similar dividend 
for the year ending 30th November, 1891, namely five shillings and six- 
pence a share free of income tax. The directors further recommend the 
payment of a bonus of one shilling per share, in uence of the large 
accretion to the Profit and Loss Account through the division of a portion 
of the Fire Fund available this year under the terms of the Deed of Settle- 
ment as above-mentioned ; there will thus be appropriated £32,500 of the 
said balance, carrying forward £19,207 6s. 9d. 





LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 


The fifty-fourth report of the directors, presented at the meeting held on 
the 17th inst., states that during the t year new assurances were 
effected with the society under 513 policies for the sum of £896,690, and 
£830 a year contingent annuities. The new premiums thereon amounted 
to £33,380 4s. 9d., of which £7,059 15s. 2d. was paid away for the re- 
assurance with other offices of £261,624, leaving £26,320 9s. 7d. as the new 
premiums on £635,066, and on £830 contingent annuities, the net risks 
retained by the society. The total net premium income amounted to 
£175,136 10s. 3d., being an increase of £8,659 upon that of 1889. The 
total claims amounted to £150,553, caused by 67 deaths, and 1 matured 
policy, as against £142,541 in 1889, caused by 77 deaths. This sum 
included £28,825, paid as bonus additions to policies assuring £83,197, 
shewing the large average increase of 34 cent., although in many 
cases bonuses have been surrendered for or reduction of premium. 
The amount of interest was £97,459 15s. 1ld., an increase of £4,374 upon 
1889. The total assets of the society, increased during the year by the 
sum of £131,277 17s. 3d., amounted at 31st December to £2,503,554 19s. 7d., 
the investments thereof at that date yielding an average rate of 
£4 5s. 8d. per cent. over the whole amount, productive and unproductive. 
The above assets of the society include £1,802,860 invested on mortgages 
of real and personal property in the United Kingdom. Of these mortgages 
£79,670 1s upon property in Ireland, and this sum is well-secured, and the 
interest is punctually paid. The other mortgages which are upon property 
in mee tad or Wales have been recently investigated by the directors, and 
the result of such investigation is satisfactory. 


THE BAR ASSOCIATION, 


The annual meeting of the bar was held on a, in the old dining- 
hall of Lincoln’s-inn. The business was of a formal c ter. 

The chair was taken by Mr. W. F. Rontryson, Q.C., who said, in opening 
the proceedings, that among the matters which that meeting had to con- 
sider was the eighth annual statement of the Bar Committee. That state- 
ment necessarily contained a very small ion of the work which the Bar 
Committee had done during the past twelve months. The committee had 
had during the past year several meetings with committees of the Incorpo- 
rated Law Society, which, he thought, had been productive of much good. 
One of the subjects which had disc was that of counsel’s 
retainers, and another was the dispute as to the proper ratio of one 
counsel’s fees to those of another when a leader and a junior were engaged 
in a case. That was a matter which had been carefully considered by the 
Law Society and themselves, and he hoped it was now ge established 
that the fees on the briefs of leader and junior respectively should stand to 
one another in the proportion of three to two or five to three, and that 
such a practice was reasonable and worked satisfactorily. 

The Cuareman having briefly referred to other matters contained in the 
report, and the meeting having proceeded with the election of auditors 
and other formal business, the proceedings terminated. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL, 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 
Lrverroo. Law Srvpsnts’ Assocratron.—23rd March—Mr. W. T. 
Rogers in the chair.—A most interesting and instractive was read 
by Mr. T. R. Hughes, barrister-at-law, on ‘The Dangers of Directors,” 
which was yer ye appreciated. Mr. Leslic moved, and Mr. McMaster 
seconded, a co’ vote of thanks to Mr. Hughes for his paper, which, on 
being put to the meeting, was carried unanimously. 





The number of deaths, and the amount of the claims, are both very con- 
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THE PUBLIC TRUSTEE BILL. 


Tue following is a copy of a letter which has been addressed to 
M.P.’s in the district of the Chester and North Wales Incorporated Law 


Society :— 
Chester, March 24, 1891. 


Pusuic Trustee B11. 


Sir,—Since my predecessor, Mr. 8. Smith, wrote you with reference to 
the Bill introduced by Mr. Howard Vincent, the Government Bill upon 
the same subject has been introduced. Solicitors throughout the country 
entertain a very strong opinion with regard to this Bill, and a deputation 
representing twenty-five provincial law societies, numbering 2,333 
members, lately waited upon the Lord Chancellor and the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer to express their views. The Chancellor of the Exchequer 
having stated that the Government must proceed with the Bill, and that 
the public must be the judges between those represented by the deputa- 
tion and the Government, I am requested by my committee—who feel 
that the public necessarily know very little about the matter, and will 
only discover its vast importance to the general community after it 
comes into operation—to plave before you some of the more prominent 
objections to the Bill, and to urge you to use your best endeavours to 
prevent the Bill from passing into law. 

1. The Bill is objectionable in principle as creating a State department 
for dealing with private affairs. The office of trustee is one that especially 
requires considerable personal and local knowledge, and very frequently 
the exercise of judgment and discretion, all impossible in the case of a 
public trustee, whose action must necessarily be for all practical purposes 
automatic, and restrained by hard, fixed, andinflexible rules. The private 
trustee, as is well known, is constantly resorted to in the numberless exi- 
gencies of family life, to advise and assist his cestu:s que trust; obviously 
this could not be looked for from the public trustee. 

2. The Bill is objectionable as being a very strong measure of centrali- 
zation and bureaucracy. 

3. It will doubtless be the public trustee’s first duty to realize the estate 
forthwith, much after the fashion in which a bankrupt’s estate is dealt 
with ; this will mean frequently great sacrifices, as against the beneficial 
result so often attained by private trustees through nursing an estate, out- 
laying moneys, and watching for and availing of the right opportunity. 
To take the very common cases (1) of a trader or farmer leaving his 
business or farm to be carried on, at all events for a time, by his trustees. 
The public trustee could not and would not carry on the business or the 
farm, and great loss to the trust estate would very frequently result; and 
(2) the case of a commercial partnership or sale of a business, in which 
time has so frequently to be given to the surviving partner or purchaser. 
How would the interests of the estate or the surviving partner fare in the 
hands of an official machine ? 

4. Only those who have had experience of official departments can have 
any idea of the difficulties, disappointments, and delays of transacting 
such business as that of trusts through a public department. It cannot be 
conducted so expeditiously or so cheaply by a public office as under the 
present system, even if to the latter remuneration of private trustees be 


5. The Bill gives the public trustee an unfair advantage over the private 
trustee, in that the former is to receive a percentage of the estate for his 
services, and is to enjoy many immunities not granted to the private 
trustee. Such difficulties as are occasionally experienced in finding suit- 
able private trustees would disappear if they were put on the same foot- 
ing as is proposed with regard to the public trustee, and were remunerated 
themselves, or entitled to employ and pay skilled persons to transact for 
them the ordinary business of the trust, such as the keeping of accounts, 
&c. If private trustees were remunerated there would be no difficulty 
whatever in providing adequate guarantees for their fidelity. There are 
already guarantee companies whose bonds are accepted by the courts for 
receivers, liquidators, &c., and by the Probate Court for persons taking 
out administration in cases of intestacy. 

6. It is said that a public trustee is required on account of the frequent 

of defaulting trustees; the number of these is very much 
pop pore and the proportion of trust funds thus lost to the beneficiaries 
to the total amount of property held in trust is infinitesimal. The fees to 
be exacted under clause 7, and the loss of income which must result from 
the hard and fast rules under which the office must be conducted, and the 
tendency to make all trust investments in Government securities, would 
enormously exceed the aggregate of the losses through defaulting trustees, 
which might be provided against by guarantee insurance at far less cost, 
and with no State interference in private affairs. 

7. It may be urged that the Bill is only permissive—in form it is so, but 
practically its operation will be largely compulsory, as it cannot be 
expected that the courts, when resorted to to appoint new trustees, will 
not give preference to the public trustee, with the security of the State at 
his back, over any private trustee whatever, and that the Court of Probate 
would, in like manner, and for the same reavon, in every case of intestacy, 
give like preference to the — trustee as against the next-of-kin. 

, if a Government public trustee department is established it must 
be made to pay. It may be fairly inferred from the Bill, that this is 
intended to be a source of profit to the Government ; therefore, that the 
Bill will sooner or later be followed by a compulsory measure may be 

as tolerably certain. 

8. It is significant _ Figg snp of the Exchequer brings in, and 
#0 strongly ve wey the Bill. The reasons are perhaps not difficult to 
conjecture, not the least weighty may be—(a) Saoding the Board of 
Trade eye in bankruptcy and company liquidations, to concentrate 
in the of England all uninvested trust moneys, thus placing an cnor- 








mous floating balance in the custody and under control of the Govern. 
ment. There seems no good reason why the banking interests of the 
country should be thus interfered with, especially as it is well known 
advantageous terms of deposit are not infrequently arranged by private 
trustees which could not be negotiated through a public trustee with the 
Bank of England ; (4) the control by a Government department of the 
investment of the almost countless millions of trust money in this country, 

The great importance of the Bill will, I trust, be my sufficient apology 
for troubling you with this somewhat lengthy letter. 

J. Attincton Hucues, President. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joun Moopr, solicitor (of the firm of Moodie & Mills), of 30, Basing- 
hall-street, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Moodie was admitted a solicitor in November, 1881. 


Mr. Joun Jones Morais, solicitor (of the firm of Brease & Co.), of 
Blaenau Festiniog, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Morris was admitted a solicitor in June, 1880. 


Mr. Gzorcz Epwarp Me tor, solicitor, of Oldham, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Mellor was admitted a solicitor in 
August, 1884. 


Mr. Artruur Hersert Onstow, solicitor, of Cheltenham, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Onslow was admitted a solicitor 
in December, 1884. 


Mr. Artuur Gzorcs Symonps, solicitor (of the firm of Symonds & Son), 
of Dorchester, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Symonds was admitted a solicitor in December, 1883. He is honorary 
secretary to the Dorsetshire Law Society. 


Mr. Arnoxtp Austin, solicitor (of the firm of Austin & Austin), of 8, 
Union-court, Old Broad-street, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner 
for Oaths. Mr. Austin was admitted a solicitor in July, 1877. 


Mr. Frank Wi121AM Brazit, solicitor (of the firm of Sandom, Kersey, & 
Knight), of 52, Gracechurch-street, E.C., 12, High-street, Deptford, and 
Kelso Cottage, Morden-hill, Lewisham, has been appointed a Commissioner 
for Oaths. Mr. Brazil was admitted a solicitor in November, 1884. 


Mr. Freperick Wii11ams Baytey, solicitor, of Newcastle-under-Lyme, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Bayley was admitted 
a solicitor in February, 1885. 


Mr. Artuvur Wit1i1am Barnes, solicitor (of the firm of Barnes & Son), of 
Lichfield, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Barnes was 
admitted a solicitor in November, 1884. 


Mr. Watrer Epuvunp Brook, solicitor, of 3, Clement’s-lane, E.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Brook was admitted a 
solicitor in January, 1885. 


Mr. Artruur James Isarp, solicitor, of 14, Queen-street, Cheapside, 
E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Isard was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in February, 1885. 


Mr. Cuaries Wm. Inman, solicitor (of the firm of Wontner & Sons) of 
St. Paul’s-chambers, Ludgate-hill, E.C., has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Inman was admitted a solicitor in March, 1879. 


Mr. Henry Warren Jones, M.A. Oxon., solicitor (of the firm of 
Nicol, Son, & Jones), of 39, Lime-street, E.C., has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Caths. Mr. Jones was admitted a solicitor in Trinity 
Term, 1873. 

Mr. Wa. Dawnex Lorp, solicitor, of Hull, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Lord was admitted a solicitor in March, 1884. 


Mr. Wa. Lovett, M.A., solicitor (of the firm of Lovell, Son, & Pitfield), 
of 3, Gray’s-inn-square, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Lovell was admitted a solicitor in December, 1884. 


Mr. Atrrep Henry Tuorn, solicitor, of Ironbridge, Salop, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Thorn was admitted a solicitor in 
Hilary Term, 1888. He is clerk to the justices for the borough of Wen- 
lock. 


Mr. Wa. Tuvrnatt, solicitor (of the firm of W. Garrard & Thurnall), of 
Kettering, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Thurnall 
was admitted a solicitor in April, 1881. He is clerk to the Commissioners 
of Income and Land Tax and Inhabited House Duties, and clerk to the 
Rothwell School Board. 


Mr. Anruvur Bureoes Crospy, solicitor (of the firm of Crosby, Farmer, & 
Crosby), of Stockton-on-Tees and Norton, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Crosby was admitted a solicitor in August, 1884. 


Mr. James Hamivton Coiirys, solicitor, of St. George’s House, Eastcheap, 
E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Collins was 
admitted a solicitor in April, 1884. 

Mr. Geonce Wixtutnouam Curts, solicitor, of Goole, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Cutts was admitted a solicitor in 
December, 1884. 

Mr. Dantet Cann, solicitor (of the firm of Cann & Son), of 30, Grace- 
church-street, E.C., and East Molesey, has been appointed a Commissioner 
for Oaths. Mr. Cann was admitted a solicitor in December, 1883. 


Mr. Tuomas Canventen, solicitor (of the firm of W. Carpenter & Sons), 
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of 5, Laurence Pountney-lane, Cannon-street, E.C., has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Carpenter was admitted a solicitor in 
Michaelmas Term, 1872. 


Mr. Wii11aM Carpenter, solicitor (of the firm of W. Carpen*er & Sons)? 
of 5, Laurence Pountney-lane, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner 
for Oaths. Mr. Carpenter was admitted a solicitor in Michaelmas Term, 
1871. 

Mr. Mavrice Henry Foormay, solicitor, of Lincoln, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Footman was admitted a solicitor in 
January, 1885. 

Mr. Gorvon Fatcon, solicitor (of the firm of Paisley & Falcon), of 
Workington, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Falcon 
was admitted a solicitor in December, 1884. He is coroner for West 
Cumberland. 


Mr. Ricuarp Gray, solicitor, of Bangor, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Gray was admitted a solicitor in April, 1884. He 
is clerk to the School Board. 


Mr. Witu1am Hopexrnson, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
admitted a solicitor in December 1884. 


Mr. Joun Cuartes Hvupson, solicitor (of the firm of Charles Heywood, 
Son, & Hudson), of Manchester, has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. Mr. Hudson was admitted a solicitor in November, 1885. 


Mr. Frank Winterton, solicitor (of the firm of Freer, Blunt, Rowlatt, 
& Winterton), of Leicester, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Winterton was admitted a solicitor in July, 1883, after having passed 
his final examination with honours. 


Mr. Rosert Jowett WuitweEtt, solicitor, of Kendal, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Whitwell was admitted a solicitor in 
December, 1882. 

Mr. A. Moziey Stark, solicitor, of No. 62, Strand, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Stark was admitted a solicitor in Novem- 
ber, 1884. 


solicitor, of Acocks Green and Birmingham, 
Mr. Hodgkinson was 


GENERAL. 


On the 20th inst. Mr. Justice Wright received the honour of knight- 
hood. 

Mr. Justice Kekewich has announced that for the convenience of suitors 
and the profession he will not sit before 11 a.m. on Tuesday, April 7. 

His Royal Highness the Prince of Wales will dine with the Treasurer 
and Benchers of the Middle Temple on Grand Day of Easter Term at that 
Inn, which has been fixed for Thursday, April 9th. 

The 38th report of the Charity Commissioners for England and Wales 
has just been published. The commissioncrs have made 438 orders during 
the past year, making a total of 11,118 since 1860. The total sum of stocks 
and investments held by the official trustees of charitable funds at the end 
of last year amounted to £15,161,457. The commissioners have now on 
their register 15,398 charities, of which 644 were entered in 1890. 


The Pall Mall Gazette of Thursday says :—‘‘It is understood that the 
Government intend to take action for the creation of an additional Judge. 
This proposal will be strongly resisted from the Front Opposition Bench. 
Objection will be taken on the treble ground of the waste of judicial time 
under existing arrangements, the necessity of redistributing the power of 
the judicial bench, and the limitation of working time by undue length of 
holiday.’’ 

At the meeting of the Court of Common Council on the 19th inst., in 
regard to the letter recently received from the Lord Chancellor asking the 
Corporation if they could find accommodation at Guildhall for the trial of 
special jury cases for three or four weeks each term, should her Majesty 
sanction that course, the committees to whom it had been sent for con- 
sideration reported in favour of utilizing the Old Council Chamber and the 
North Court at Guildhall for the purpose indicated, and recommended 
that a sum not exceeding £300 should be spent in adapting the council 
chamber for a court of justice. 

A Bill has been introduced by the Lord Chancellor for consolidating 
a variety of enactments relating to evidence. These enactments are 
numerous, and, in the dates of their passing, extend to an Act of last 
year, from a portion of a statute of the time of Queen Elizabeth, being 

** An Act for the Punyshement of suche persones as shall procure or comit 
wyllfull perjurye.” The subjects dealt with are the competency of 
witnesses, the examination of witnesses, the attendance of witnesses, the 
proof and admissibility of public and other documents, evidence by com- 
mission in civil proceedings, depositions under special’ Acts, evidence for 
foreign proceedings, the ascertainment for the purpose of proceedings in 
any part of the Queen’s dominions of the law as administered in any other 
part or in a foreign country. 


In the House of Commons on the 20th inst. Mr. Darl asked the 
Attorney-General whether it was in contemplation to re-establish sittings 
for the trial of cases at the Guildhall or elsewhere in Middlesex than at the 
Royal Courts of Justice; and whether the accommodation at the Royal 
Courts was insufficient for the judges of the Queen’s Bench Division in the 
matter of courts for the trial of causes with a jury. Theo Attorney- 
General: I am informed that there have been communications between 
the Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice, and the Corporation of London 
with reference to the possibility of holding two courts for —_ —— in 
the London list at the Guildhall at the commencement of each sitt: 
when the courts are insuflicient to accommodate all the judges of 





Queen’s Bench Division available for work. It is the fact that the existing 
accommodation is not sufficient when all the judges of the Queen’s Bench 
Division are so available. 


A correspondent of the St. James’s Gazette says :—‘‘ We are all familiar with 
the presence of assessors in our law courts—in the Admiralty Courts, for 
instance, where the Trinity Masters sit with the judge to advise him on 
seamanship and naval technicalities; and the presence of . mercantile 
assessors in questions of mercantile usage has continually been advocated, 
and has, I believe, been adopted more than once. On Thursday last, in 
the case of Mrs. Jackson, a further and doubtless most beneficial enlarge- 
ment of the principle was witnessed in the Court of A , where the 
court, corntposed of Lord Halsbury, Lord Esher, and Lord ustice Fry, was 
assisted by three lady assessors who sat on the bench with Shesed aoe 
Aueauale they were of much use, as they appeared to be core hese 
sulted by the two first-named judges throughout a rather fons 
As the case was one dealing with the mui rights of husbands and wives, 
there seems a oe propriety in the appearance of lady assessors ; and 
there is little doubt that the decision (which was strikingly adverse to the 
male sex) must have given them particular satisfaction. 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Reoistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 





Date. Appeat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
_— No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
h Lacs April Mr. Beal Mr. Godfrey Mr. Jackson 
ibis et Pugh Leach Clowes 
fais? | SSR Beal Godfrey Jackson 
MEET. cocososcpesensesnsssbone Pugh Leach Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srieiixe. KEKEWICH Romer. 
Wednesday, April............ 1 Mr. Carrington Mr. Rolt Mr. Ward 
Thursday v Agel eee ee Lavie Pem! 
ices) cen tesiaietescioiel 3 Carrington Bolt Ward 














Wanryine To inrenpinc House Purcnasers & Lessees.—Before purchasing or 
ote tere Os Sa arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary Engin: oe entilation Co.,  & Town Hall, Vi 
minster (Estab. 1875) greece pg entilation of Offices, &c.—{ Apvr.| 
Rents collected and distraints levied to recover same Messrs. Hexzy_C. Woop 
o— surveyor to the parish of T ~ and Hexry Kirsy—Woop & Kimsy 
kers, 1, Great James-street, ord-row, W.C. No: made 
at eos over £20. ees + 4 pe « - 
e, Mortgages, & Dunstan-in-the- 
ee Rg (Faringdon Ward). Money paid over same day received. en aby 
Holborn-viaduct. References, if desired, to clients of many years’ 
and prompt attention.—[Apvrt.]} 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
tte.—Fripay, March 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
TED IN CHANCERY. 


Brock Fvet Syxpicate, Linrrep—Petn for up, presented March 16, directed to 
be heard on April 11. Vincent & Vincent, row, Cannon solors for 
Notice of a must reach the abo’ not later than 6 o’clock in the 


Det Once Ls Petn f ding 

gE Ort Co, Lantrep— ‘or win! u 
Saturday, April 11. Drake & Co, pad Lage 
bovenamed 


18, directed to be heard on 
eae 


poe nity e a Bo aera an G'c’clech tn the aftarnsen of 10th A 
Great a eer Gotp Mixixe Co, Lnnrrn—Petn for winding up, — 13, 
directed to be heard on April 11. Newman & Co, Abchurch lane, for petners 
GREEN — Corre aan — Co, re py = on or before May vy Sto 
—os eir names and addresses, the particulars or claims, to 
joene Beeniece Aleneaten, 15, Park row, Greenwich. Freeman, Chancery lane, solor 


= liqui 

Kisen Lacks Bas Brrr Brew =i A Liurrsp—Stirling, J, has, nes, an order dated Feb 17, 
appointed aay Eee, 0S, Coleman st, to be be official liquidator 

Soura — wenatta® A NING AND Suettixe Co, are required, on or 
before names and addresses, and the — he of their debts or 
claims, to yh Kendrick, 10, ‘10, Paneres lane 

hmm Press Association, Lianrep—Petn for winding Vmmeg gh 1g nee March 17, directed 

heard on April 11 Toth a Go, ter Lenten oh 


County Patative or Lancaster. 
Laurrep ix Caancerr. 
County Gsyerat fae Discov st anv Investuent Co, Laarrep—Credito:s are weed, 
on or before A) ril 20, to send their nam s and addresses, and particulars of their debts 
or claims, to William Pak Dey eee, 18, Cannon st, Preston W: 
‘April 29, at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY. 
Suspexprp ror Tarer Moxtns. 
Portmapoc Farxxp.y Socrety, British School, Portmadoc, Carnarvon March 16 


London Gasette—Turspay, March 4. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANTE 8. 
Liurrep mv CHANcERY. 
anced March 19, directed tobe heard on Apel es omen, 
antec 19, on 
ni oe egy ape = Notice of ust reach the abovenamed not = 
6 o'clock in the afternoon of 10th e 
a. magne AND INVESTMENT as jae ra p= ~~ the United ogy 
vin ae 1 t ni Kingdom 
Polar lore July 15 —",- 4b. - and Omen 2 an:l the particulars re of their or 


to Alfred o Willie Sully, 70, ¢ 70, Queen Victoria 
Massand Po Buisaine Us sem, roe ay for winding wp, Vicor oy ol pay 
earl before Chitty, — Muaton & Morris, 
petner. Notice of — — ep en he eT, in the 


afternoon of 10th 

Henry Brooxs & Co, Laurap—Petn for presented March 21, directed to be 
hoard before North, J,on April 11. Francis Jolnmon, Avstingriars, stor for peter. 
nutes of euqeanieg Must tvach the abevenamed ast than 6 o'clock in the aftere 
noon of 
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te Russer Borarea Co, Lurrrep—Petn for winding w 
to be heard on April 11. Stev 


James McBrype & Co, re are req’ 
names and 
Helens. Brewis, St Helens, solor for liquidator 


Kipscrove Sreet, Iroy, anp Coat Co, Lunrep—By an order made by Chitty, J, dated 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, March 20. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Atwoop, Frayxcis Witi1am, Maida _ 
Court Pet Dec5 Ord Mar 1 
Boyenit1t, Atrrep, Birmingham, Baker Birmingham 
Pet 18 Mar 18 
Bupp, J, York st, Westminster High Court Pet Feb 23 
Ord Mar 17 


Bureg, Goan, Sparkbrook, Birmingham, Hairdresser’s 
ham Pet Mari7 Ord Mar 17 

Burter, Jouy, Ellesmere, Salop, Leather Merchant Wrex- 
ham Pet Mar3 Ord Mar 18 

Carr, Jonn Wii, een — Manufacturer 
Dewsb Pet Mar16 Ord Mar 1 

Carrer, James Georce, Bolton, Hatter Bolton Pet Mar 
18 Ord Mar 18 


Kilburn, Gent 


Catiix, Joux Tuomas, and Jaye Ann Somes, Bedford, 
Bedford Pet Mari4 Ord M 
Cuampers, Henry, Tinsley Park, nr Sheffield, Colliery 
Sheffield Pet Feb9 Ord Ma 
Cuapre., Tuomas, Harrogate, Draper York Pet Mar 16 
Ord Mar 16 


Came Joseru, York, Builder York Pet Mar 16 Ord 

1 

a Cardiff, Carpenter Cardiff Pet Marié Ord 

Daty, Cuaries Frazer, i. Coventry, Plumber Coventry 
Mari7 Ord Mari 


Done, Ricnarp ree Birmin: i, Provision Dealer 
Mariz7 Ord Mar 17 


Focer, Jouy, Seems on Tyne, Surgeon Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet | 


Maris Ord Mar 18 


Framptox, Ronert, Andover, Southampton, Fishmonger | 


Pet Mar17 Ord Mar 17 


GamsBLezs, 11am Harry, Yarm, Yorks, Innkeeper 
on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Mar 17 
Ord Mar 17 


Garpiver, AtperT Frank, Cawley rd, South ~~ rte 
Pu er High Court Pet Mariz7 Ord Mar1 

Gairritn, Joux, Castellfryn, parish of Llanfair, Merioneth, 
Commercial Traveller, Soret od and Blaenau Fes- 
tiniog Pet Mar 16 Ord Mar 16 

Haseurox, Tuomas, Berners st, Oxford st, Costume Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet Mar17 Ord Mar 17 

Hatt, Tuomas Hewry, a Yorks, Baker 
York Pet Maris Ord Mar 

Heniver, Joux Witira, Geant, Silk Manufacturer 

h Court Pet Feb 24 Ord Mar 14 

Hitt, Witu1am, Devonport, Forage Dealer East Stone- 
house Pet Mar18 Ord Mar 18 

Jacxsoyx, Witu1AM, jun., Middlesborough, Butcher Mid- 

h Pet Mar 16 Ord Mar 16 

Jouxsoy, Josern, Kingston upon Hull, Ladies’ Tailor 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Mar2 Ord Mar 17 | 

Ksicnut, Hexyry Wiiuiam, Caversham, Oxon, Basket | 
Maker Reading Pet Mari4 Ord Mar 14 

Lewis, Crrus ‘* Ebbw Vale, — Provision Dealer 


Mar3 Ord Mar 
Livesey, oo Blackburn, Joiner "Sackburn Pet Mar 
16 Ord Mar 16 


Lort, Gzorce Martix, Bradford, Insurance Broker Brad- 
ford Pet Mar 16 Ord Mar i6 3 
Marti, a Spaildon, Yorks, Commission Agent 
Leeds Pet Mar16 Ord Mar 16 
Mar Jou, jun., and Heyry Exwie, jun., Tunbridge | 
Tunbridge Wells Pet Mar 17 Ord 
sg} 


McCass, <3 Birmingham, Clerk i ~ Holy Orders Bir- | 
et Mari7 Ord Mar 
Missncit, oo Tratx, Seamed Artist Liverpool 
Pet March 17 Ord March 17 | 


Morcax, Jonn Assnipcre, Lancaster, Wood Carver 
Pet March 16 Ord March 16 
Nicks, Joux Hexry, Willenhall, Staffs, - /, Wolver- 
reh 18 Ord March 1 
Pearse, Ricnarv, and Rovert Freperic : Hacxwortuy, 
as _—— East Stonehouse Pet March 16 


Pearson, ese Basford, Nottingham, Bleacher Notting- 
ham Pet March18 Ord March 18 

Trrrce, Fn late of Accrington, Grocer Blackburn Pet 
March 3 Ord March 18 


Prvev, Georce Avevstvs Neavez, Sheffield, Mantle Manu- 
facturer Sheffield Pet March18 (rd March 18 
Regs, ted = inghaw, Lines, Clerk in Holy Orders 
Boston chiz7 Ord March 17 
Suaw, alt,  Tusniaid e, Huddersfield, Woollen Manu- 
facturer ‘Huddersfield Pet March 18 Ord March 18 
Ssowpox, Foster, North Shields, Merchant Tailor New- 
on Pet March 18 Ord March 18 
Srorvvorrn, Marxnamu, Leéds, Engineer’s Draughtsman 
Leeds Pet March 18 Ord March 18 
Srevex, Srerugn Nores, Stuckton, nr Fordingbridge, 
Grocer Salisbury Pet March 17 Ord March 1 
Warts, —- | Gower st, Surveyor High Court Pet 
March 16 Ord March 16 
Wiitiasmsox, Ricnarn Sroxxuovsr, Kingston upon Hull, 
Foreman over Firewood Cutters Kingston upon Hull 
Pet March 14 Ord March 14 
Wiirsnine, Josuvs, Amersham, Bucks,Grocer Aylesbury 
Pet March 17 Ord March 17 
Wonrrsixy, Cuances, Liversedge, : — a Currier Dews- 
w Pet redone? 5 cee ge me be 
we iverpool, Confectioner Liverpool Pet 
march 8 Ord March 18 - 
pa notice is substituted for that pub- | 
in the London Gazette, Feb. 20. 
Waseuas, cue, and Josuru Hanoxuaves, Bolton, 


ens, Queen Victoria st, so) or forpetner. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o' ’clock in the afternoon of 10th April 

mired, on or before May 5, to send their | 
dresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Richard Rigg, St 


; 


peerings March 21, directed 





of 6th Ap 








peg Cloth Manufacturers Bolton Pet Feb 18 Ord | 
Feb 1 


published in the London Gazette of March 13. 
Lewrey, Jonn Georce, Tunbridge Wells, Baker Tun- 
bridge Wells Pet Mar9 Ord 9 
Wuiraker, James Hrrcnon, Manchester, Cotton Spinner 
Manchester Pet Mar 6 Mar 7 


| The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of March 17. 

SrepHenson, James, Kingston upon Hull, Cartman’s Fore- 

man Kingston upon Hull Pet Mar 12 Ord Mar 12 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Asret., Wri11AM, Beckenham, Kent, Builder April 2 at 
11.30 24, Railway approach, London Bri Bridge 

Carr, Jonny Witu1am, Dewsbury, Woollen Manufacturer 
April 2 at 3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Cuapre.t, THOMAS, Harrogate, Draper ior 31 at 12.30 | 
Off Ree, York 

Cuaprett, Witt1am Tuomas, Penzance, Picture Dealer 
March 28 at 12.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Crark, Josepu, York, Builder April 2 at 11.30 Off Ree, 
York 

| CuomBEr, GezorGe, East Grinstead, Sussex, Brewer April 

| 3at2 Dorset Arms, East Grinstead 

| Sane, Freperick, Vanstone place, Walham Green, 
China Dealer April 2 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 

Fiscne., Leopoip, Gt St Helen’s, Trader April 3 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Furrroy, Cuar.es Rosert, late of Newport, Essex, Wine 
Merchant’s Traveller April 2at1 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn fields 

Hat, Rosert, Esholt, nr Shipley, Yorks, Farmer April 3 | 
at 11 Off Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Hau, Tuomas Hesry, Knaresborough, York, Baker Apr 
2 at 12.30 Off Ree, York 

Hans, hoe THER, Brighton, _ Merchant Apr2ati12 Off 

4, Pavilion bldgs, B ighton 

JACOBS, my EL, Portsdown x Commercial Clerk Apr 2 at 
11 33, Care’ st, Lincoln’s inn 

Lewrey, Joux roRGE, Tunbridge Wells, Baker Apr 2 at 
12. 30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Lort, Grorce Marty, Bradford, Insurance Broker Apr 3 

at12 Off Rec, 31, "Manor row, Bradford 

Morean, Joun ASBRIDGE, Lancaster, Wood Carver Apr 3 | 
at3 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Morrtoy, Davin, Nottingham, Bleacher Apr 1 at 12 Off 
Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

Pearse, Ricnarp, and Ropert Freperick Hacxwortny, 
Piymouth, Builders Apr2ati1 10, Athenzeum terr, | 
Plymouth 

Reep, Joux, Plymouth, late Contractor Apr 2 at 3 10, 
Athenzeum terr, Plymouth 

Sawrey-Cooxsoy, James Freviire, Alford st, Park lane, 
Gent Apr2at 2.30 Off Rec, 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn 

Suarratt, Frank Arruvr, Droylesden, Lancs, Manufactur- 
ing Chemist Apr 3at2.30 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, 
Bridge st, Manchester 

| SHEPPARD, Jou Aurrep, and Freperick Suepprarp, 
Olmar st, Ossory rd, Old Kent rd, Shive Manufacturers 
April 2 at.12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Srewart, ALFrep, Bristol, Boot Manufacturer April 2 at 
12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Bristol 

Storr, Perer Rieter, Leeds, Broker April2 at 12 Off 
Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Waterratt, Hexry, Holbeach Drove, Lincs, Poulterer 
April 2 at 10.15 Court house, King’s Lynn 

Wess, Jous Grecory, Portland rd, South Norwood, Pri- 
vere Detective April 2 at1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
fields 

Worrox, Eow1s, Gracechurch st, Timber Merchant April 
3 at 12 B: inkruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 


fields 
ADJUDICATIONS. 

Astett, Wituiam, Beckenham, Kent, Builder Croydon 
Pet Feb 10 Ord March 17 

Batrey, Ciraupius Rosert, Chalfont rd, St James’s rd, 
Holloway, Pianoforte Manufacturer High Court Pet 
March 14 Ord March 16 

Beyyett, Jouy, Tunstall, Staffs, Carter Tunstall Pet 
March 4 Ord March 1 

Best, Hesry James, and Joux Best, rede Asphalters 
Dewsbury Pet March 2 March 1 





| Bonen, Atyrep, Birmingham, Baker  S Pet 


March 18 Ord March 18 

Carter, James Groree, Fee Hatter Bolton Pet 
March 18 Ord March 1 

Catiix, Jous Tuomas, by Jang Ann Carus, Bedford, 
Butchers Bedford Pet March 14 Ord March 17 

Cuaries, Feeperick Harry, Church st, Soho, Manufac- 
— Jeweller High Court Pet Aug 8 Ord 

re 
Cran, Jost, York, Builder York Pet Mar 16 Ord 


Dany, Cuaries Frazer, jun. p Coveney Plumber Coven- 
try Pet Mar 17 Ord Ma 

Davies, Witttam, Ebbw Yale, a Brewer’s Traveller 
Tredegar Pet Mar 14 Mar 17 

Fisner, Joux, , Weaver Leeds Pet Mar 12 Ord 
Mar 16 

Feamerox, Roserr, Andover, Southampton, Fishmonger 
Salisbury Pet Mar17 Ord Mar 18 

Fexsxcn, Frances, Liverpool, forme | Hotel Proprietor 
Liverpool Pet Jan 18 Ord Mar 18 

GALE, Cuantes Fraxcis, Cheltenham, Solicitor Birming- 

Pet Dec 12 Ord Mar 17 


The pg amended notices are substituted for those | 


March 18, it was ordered that the aaacinn winding up of the company be continued, 
Grundy & Co, New ct, Carey st, solors for petners 
County Pauatine or LANCASTER. 


Limitep 1v CHANCERY. 


oer & Co, Luu rep—Petn for winding a ys March 19, directed to be heard 
at St George’s Hall, Liverpool, on April 7. 
Notice of a appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 


son & Co, Liverpool, solors for petners, 


GamBLes, WituiAM Harry, Yarm, Yorks, Innkeeper 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough "Pet Mar 17 


Ord Mar 17 
| Garpiver, ALBert Frank, Cawley rd, South Hackney 
| late Publisher High Court Pet Mari17 Ord Mar 7 


| ‘eumme Joun, Castellfryn, Llanfair, Merioneth, Com- 
mercial Traveller Portmadoc and’ Blaenau Festiniog 
Pet March 16 Ord March 16 

Haieuron, Tuomas. Berners st, Oxford st, Costume Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet "March 17 Ord March 17 

Hatt, Atrrep, Swansea, Wine Merchant Swansea Pet 
Feb 20 Ord March 17 

Hatt, Tuomas Henry, Sameehensngh, Yorks, Baker York 

} Pet March 18 Ord Mare 

| Harry, Witiiam Dyer, oe Kent, Linoleum Floor 

aoe oe Manufacturer Greenwich Pet Feb 5 Ond 


| Hasier, a Ricuarp Fe.ton, Chichester, Sussex, of 
no occupation art Pet Dec29 Ord March 17 
Hitt, Cuartes Georee, Petworth, —7-y Relieving Officer 
Brighton Pet Feb i9 Ord March 
| Hopexinson, Epwiy, Uttoxeter, Btatts. Hotel Keeper 
Burton on Trent Pet March 2 Ord March 18 
Hotmes, James, Belton, Lincs, Farmer Sheffield Pet Feb 
18 Ord March 17 


Jackson, WILLIAM, the younger, gee pone gt Butcher 
Middlesborough Pet March 16 Ord March 1 

Jounsoy, Joseru, Kingston upon Hull, Ladies? valer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet March 2 Ord March 1 

Kyieut, Henry Writiam, Caversham, Oxon, Basket 
Maker Reading Pet March 14 Ord March 16 

Lanpaock, Jutivs, Alfred place, South Kensington, 
Furrier High Court Pet Feb 5 Ord March 16 

Layz, T, a st,Gent High Court Pet Sept 25 Ord 


March 1 
| Livesey, onl a, Joiner Blackburn Pet March 
16 Ord March 1 
| Lort, GeorGE Starrs §Bradford, ~ Pe Broker $Brad- 
} ford Pet March 16 Ord March 1 
| | Marry, WIL1IAM, Belton, Yorks, ihn Agent 
Leeds Pet March16 Ord March 16 
| Moreay, Joun Aspripce, Lancaster, Wood Carver Pres- 
ton Pet March14 Ord March 16 
| Pasc ALL, Tnomas GreoroGe, Crowther rd, South Norwood 
Croydon Pet Jan 28 Ord March 18 
Payxe, ALrrep Epwarp Co.ston, Kingswood, Glos, Boot 
| Manufacturer Bristol Pet March9 Ord March 17 
| Pearse, Ricnarp, and Roperr Freperick Hacxworrny, 
Plymouth, Builders East Stonehouse Pet March 16 
| Ord March 17 
Pearsoy, Henry, Basford, Nottingham, Bleacher Not- 
tingham Pet March18 Ord March 18 
Suaw, Owen, Turnbridge, Huddersfield, Woollen Manu- 
facturer 'Huddersfield Pet March 18 Ord March 18 
| Sxow pon, Fostzr, North Shields, Merchant Tailor New- 
castle on Tyne Pet —— — Ord March 18 
Sporrorra, ARKHAM, Leeds, — —— ’s Draughtsman 
weeds Pet Marchi8 Ord Marc 
Warts, Atrrep, Gower st, Surveyor High Court Pet 
March 16 Ord March 16 
West, Wirwiam Harry, and Witiiam James Simpson, 
Addlestone, Surre' ‘s was Merchants Kingston Pet 
Dec 29 Ord Mare 
Wisyati, Lesire Wass, al Wituiam Howarp Wis ALL, 
Bromley st, Stepney, Electrical Engineers High Court 
Pet Feb19 O "March 17 
Woon, R, Vicarage rd, oe bogee Builder Kingston, 
Surrey Pet Nov 20 Ord March 1 
The following amended notice is ase for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, March 13 


Bircuauy, Georat, Gracechurch st, Solicitor High Court 
Pet Feb10 Ord March 9 





| The follov ing amended notice is substituted for that pub- 


lished in the London Gazette of March 17. 
Srerurxson, James, Kingston upon Hull, Cartman's 
Foreman Kingston upon Hull Pet March 12 Ord 
March 12 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, 

Hearucore, GeraLp WitiiaAm Yvery, Romsey, Southamp- 
ton, Schoolmaster Southampton Adjud May 22, 1889 
Annul March 17 

London Gazette—Turspay, March 24. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Barker, Appiman Parxty, Leeds, Wood Turner Leeds 
Pet March 21 Ord March 21 

Baryes, Henry Arruvr Lixron, Whitby, Yorks Btock- 
ton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Feb 2 Ord 
March 19 

Barratt, Jounx, South Lynn, All Saints, Norfolk, Farmer 
King’s Lynn Pet March18 Ord March 18 

Bez, Witti1aM Henry, Harlow Hill, Ovingham, Northum- 
berland, Farmer Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 21 
Ord March 21 

Bourke eee Boeros, v. Mark ~ Accountant 
High Court Pet Ord Mate 

Crompton, elt, Bury, Cal Cabinetmakers I Pelton Pet March 
19 Ord March 1 

Davies, Henry, Handsworth, 
Pet March 19 Ord March 1 

Davies, Joux, Cymmer, Glam, Quarryman Pontypridd 
Pet March 18° Ord March 18 

Deavix, Martin Gnsamm, Soils rd, Nunhead, Auc- 
denen 6 Clerk High Court Pet March 20 Ord 

reh 20 

E..isox, Geonax, Brunswick rd, Tottenham, Coal Merchant 

Edmonton Pet March 5 Ord March 17 


a Builder Birmingham 





Frixptiaxper, JAcov, Hatton garden, Diamond Broker 
High Court Pet March 2 Ord March 20 
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Harrar, Grorcr Henry, Manchester, Timber Merchant 
a Pet ay ll = March 20 

Hockey, Groraz, Barry, reengrocer Cardiff Pet 
March 18 Ord March 18 


Ho.z, Jouy, Sutton, Surrey, Builder Croydon Pet Feb 
25 Ord March 19 § ve 


Jort, Isaac B., r’s gardens, Promoter of the Auto- 
> Cte ic Co. HighCourt Pet Feb17 Ord 
are 
ees: , Cauzs, Brighton, pane keeper 
ro, Fa hton Pet March19 Ord March 1 
cre, RANCIS Bowyer, Slough, — Corn Merchant 
Windsor Pet Marchi8 Ord March 
Loaper, James Henry, Stamshaw, ante, 8 puilder Ports- 
mouth Pet Mar 18 Ord Mar 18 
Mastey, Wriiiam, Aldershot, Coal piastost Guildford 
and Godalming Pet Mar i7 Ord Mar 1 
Moye, Wittiam Joux, Redruth, Cornwall, Furniture 
Dealer Truro Pet Mar21 Ord Mar 21 
Pick.Es, Joan, Carlinghow, Batley, Yorks, Cotton Doubler 
Dewsbury Pet Mar19 Ord Mar 19 
-—e ‘ei Geulinen, Builder Portsmouth Pet Feb 


Ras, JouN | Kettering, Northam: 

x Northampton Pet Mari9 Ord Mar 19 

baer meg Yorks, Clothier Wakefield 
Mar5 Ord Mar 1 

B54] JonN, a bldgs, Financial Agent 

High Court PetJan1 Ord Mar5 

SmirH, ae J, Moorgate st, Contractor High Court 
Pet Jan1 Ord Mar5 

SouTHALL, JOSEPH, acy! pk, nr ~~ ome ‘Weaver 
Kidderminster Pet Mari8 Ord Mar 

STRASMAN, JOHN, Old st St Luke’s, Tool Merchant High 
Court Pet Mar 21° Ord Mar 21 

Treress, WALTER, and Epirx Annyiz Trepess, Birming- 
a y Birmingham Pet March 19 Ord 
March 19 


Warxwricut, Jonn, Upton, nr Chester, Farmer Chester 
Pet March 19 Ord March 19 

Warzak, Joun, Eden st, Hampstead rd, Fret Cutter High 
Court Pet March3 Ord March 19 

Wess, Witi1am Davin, Jonn Rosryson Woop, and 
Wituiam George Turney, Castleford, Yorks, Glass 
Bottle Manufacturers Wakefield Pet March 18 
March 19 

Wueerer, Frepericx Horatio, Gosport, Draper Ports- 
mouth Pet March 20 Ord March 

Zuccaxt, Ernest, Brick lane, Spitalfields, rae Merchant 
High Court Pet Feb17 Ord March 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

Apams, RicHarp STanLey, Leopotp Woop Brapsvury, and 
CuarLes WILLIAM Hixps, Longton, Staffs Earthen- 
ware ufacturers April 6 at 3 North Stafford 
Hotel, Stoke upon Trent 

ALLMAN, Wii, eee hag Hull, Boot Manufac- 
turer April3at2 Off Rec. ty House lane, Hull 

Barratt, Joun, South Lynn, <i Bein Saints, ry k, Farmer 
April 2 at 10.30 Court House, King’s L; 

——~ Jouy, Burnley, Grocer April t 1 at 3.30 Off 

Odgen’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Mancheste' 

... James Georas, Bolton, Hatter March 31 at 11 
16, Wood st, Bolton 

Cnapuiix, Witt1AmM, New Humberstone, Leics, Boot Manu- 
facturer April 2at3 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Crampton, James, Bury, Cabinet Maker March 31 at 11.30 
16, Wood st, Bolton 

Daty, CHARLES Frazer, jun, Coventry, Plumber April 3 
at11_ Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Davizs, Dan, Llandovery, Carmarthenshire, Flour Mer- 


ue, 


chant April 11 at 2.30 Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Car- 


marthen 
a Cuanr.es, Exeter, Stockbroker April 3 at11 Castle, 
ter 


E.urort, Isaac Granam, Newcastle on Tyne, Wholesale 
oe April 1 at 11 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle 
on Tyne 

Framptrox, Ropert, Andover, Southampton, Fishmonger 
April 1 at 3 Off Rec, Salisbury 

Guyespass, SoopnacmuLL, & Co, St Mary Axe, Merchants 
April 8at11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Hiut, CHares GrorcE, late of Petworth, Sussex, Relieving 
Officer April 8 at 12 Off Ree, 4, Pavilion bldgs, 

ighton 

Hitt, Wii11am, Devonport, Forage Dealer April 8 at 11 
10, enseum terr, Plymouth 

Livesey, Joun, Blackburn, Joiner April 8at12.30 County 
Court- urt-house, Blackburn 

Maisey, Jonn, Coleford, Newland, Glos, Saddler April 1 

at12 Off Rec, Council chbrs, Corn st, Newport, Mon 

Martiy, WiuuiAM, Baildon, Yorks, Commission Agent 
April 8ati11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

McNavent, Wituiam Jonn, St Paul’s rd, Canonbury, 
Mercantile Clerk April 9 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn fields 

Mircue:t, Tuomas, Bishopwearmouth, Sunderland, Baker 
April 2at12 Off Rec, 26, John st, Sunderland 

Morais, Grorae, Welshpool, Montgomery, Wine Merchant 
April 2at1 Off Rec, Lianidl 

Neate, Henry, Birmingham, late Whip Manufacturer 
April 7 at 11 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 

O.pvis, Thomas, Miles st, Beavor lane, Hammersmi . 
Clerk in the Wer Office April 8at1 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn fiel 

Powe, Joun Frepericx, Birmingham, Hatter April 7 
at 3. 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Ritty, Wii1am, late of Horbu 7 en Clothier Aprill 
atil Off Rec, Bond terce, rakefiel 

Scno.ey, Tuomas, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer April 2 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 

Suaw, Owen, Turnbridge Huddersfield, Woollen Manfac- 
turer April 8at3 Haigh & Son, Solicitors, Hudders- 

e 

Samira, Tuomas Epwarp, Milton rd, South Moma, hate 
tant Schoolmaster April 1 at 3 Off Ree, Virtenple 
chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Sreruesxson, James, Kingston upon Hull, Cartman’s Fore- 
man April 2atl1l Off Rec, Trinit "House lane, Hull 

Srevens, Ropert Epwaap, Fording’ bridae, Southampton, 
Grocer Aged 3 at 18.9) Off Ree, bury 


Srevens, Sterxen No Stuckton, nr Fordingbridge, 
Mommy I 8at1 Off Rec, Salisbury 

Symons, ANDREW og age oun Vincent Lecu — 
son, Southwark Engineers April 8 12 
83, st, Lincoln’s inn 

Tuynye, Bevi. Granvitte Carteret, Drayton ~4 
Kensi: no occu April 9 at 12 83, 
Lincoln’s inn 


Wess, Witiiam Davip, Jonny ones Woop, and 
Witiam Grorcr Turney, Castleford, Yorks, Glass 
Bottle Manufacturers April 1 at 2 Off Ree, Bond 

Ww hong ng ~, Kent, Baker April 3 at 

eEKS, Henry, New ent, er 8 at 11.30 
Railwa: y London bri 

Cheshire, Grocer April 1 at 11 

, 23, King st, Macclesfield 

Warrtizn, a King at mee a April 7 at 11 

, 15, 

Wiiuramsoy, Ricnarp StrongHovuse, eee ey 
Foreman over Firewood Cutters April 2 at Of 
Rec, Trinity he house lane, Hull 

Wi.rsuire, Josuvua, Amersham, Bucks, Grocer March 31 
at 11.30 1, Bt. Aidate’s, Oxford 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

ALLDEN, Witi1am, Aldershot, ae Bey Guildford 

and Godalming Pet Feb. 27 March 21 


24, 
West, Jonny, 


Barker, Appiman Parry, Leeds, Wood Turner 
Pet March 21 Ord March 


Barratt, Jonny, South Lynn, All Sain’ Motels Farmer 
King's sLynn Pet March18 Ord 

Beit, Witt1aM Henry, Harlow hill, ‘elecione, Northum- 
berland, Farmer Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 21 


B ie ~ Sparkb: ‘ham, Hairdresser’ 
URGE, ARLES, roo! S 
‘Assistant Birmingham Rt Mace tT Ord March 19 
Co.trxs, Josspu, late of Huddersfield, Cotton Spinner 
Huddersfield, Pet March 21 Receiving Order made 
un 
Crompton, JAMES, it Cabinet Maker Bolton Pet March 
Ord March 19 


19 
Davies, Henry, eaten, we Builder Birmingham 
Pet March 19 


Deavix, Marrtiy } wn gy Nunhead, Auc- 
tioneer’s Clerk High’ Court Pet March 20 Ord 


os incingiow, Syorisden Dealer 


20 
as La war nd a, 
ELuiorr eps dean Newcastle on 
Grocer 


Wholesale 

Newcastle on Tyne Pet 11 Ord 
Furrrox, ee Rosert, late of Newport, Essex, Wine 
Merchant’s Traveller High Court Pet Feb 3 Ord 


20 
Grorer, Epwarp, and Frances Fiorexce Apa Grorcer, 
Hereford, Timber Merchants Hereford Pet Jan 2 
Ord March 
GuitLaume, ALFRED, Lancaster rd, Enfield, Grocer Edmon- 
ton Pet March 12 Ord March 19 
ee Wits Doveagete, 5 Forage Dealer. East Stone- 
house Pet March 17 19 
Jounsoy, ADRIAN oo Buighton, Lodging House Keeper 
ighton Pet Feb 16 21 


Ord Mar 
Lewis, Cyrus és ee’ (ts Mon, Provision Dealer 
Tred Ord Mar 


20 
LoapER, 5 MES ihe, Stamahaw, santo, Builder Ports- 
mouth Pet Mar18 
Man.ey, WIM, Alderthot, 6 Coal Merchant Guildford 
and Godalming Pet Mar17 Ord Mar 20 








Ma , HM, Wi 
RTIN, RR hnegeae ss some met 


en Da ottingham, Bleacher Nottingham Pet 
M 3 3 Ord Mar ate J = Furniture 
‘oyLe, Wituam Jony, 
Truro Pet March 21 $ Maren ht 
Nicki, Jonn Henry, Staffs, Grocer Wolver- 


Pet March 18 Ord 


hampton 20 
Pair Rosert, Earlswood, “Ord late Commission 
‘Agent —_» Pet Jan 26 20 
Rayns, Jouyx wGaTe, Kettering, 
Draper Ni Pet March 19, Ord Macch 19” 
Riney, re York, Clothier Wakefield Pet 


et On Joun A.¥rep, and Frepenicx Suerparp, Olmar 
Old Kent rd, Shive Manufacturers Seantncteras High 


go > 7 Ord 20 
iene OSEPH, 
Kidderminster Pet 





—— —— Bristol, Builder Bristol Pet March 3 
Wess, Wena Seen Joux Rosixsox Woop, and Wi1- 
L1AM GeorGe Turney, Castleford, Yorks, las Bottle 
Manufacturers "Wakelold Pet’ ‘Mares Ord 


March 19 
Weeks, Henry, New Cross, K Baker Greenwich Pet 
March 4 Ord March 20 _ 


Wetsteap, SterHen ao nr Bournemouth, 
Wi J Bollington, 4 
EST, JOHN, 
Pet March 19, Oni March 17 


wanna Josuvua, Amersham, Bucks, Grocer Aylesbury 
Pet March 16 ‘Grd March 26 





SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 
A — Messrs. H. “J Soaten & Cnanenten, & Gee Tat, 
C ‘at 2 o'clock, Policies of Assurance, 
Shares ( (see advertisement, this week, p. 370). 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


The Subscription to the Soticrrors’ JoURNAL is 
—Town, 26s.; Country, 288.; with the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub- 
scribers can have their Volwmes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, Ss. 6d. 





PROBATE VALUATIONS 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 





SPINK & SON, Gotpsmrrus aNp Sriversmrrus, 1 anp 2, GrackcHURCH-sTREET, CoRNHILL, 
Lonvon, E.C., beg respectfully to announce that they accuRaTELY APPRAISE the above for the 
LeGaL Prorgsston or PuRcHASE the same for cash if desired. 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis of Battenberg, K.C.B. 


Established 1772. 





REVERSIONS. 


AW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY (Limited). 


4, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 


Cuarmmax—Edwand James Bevir, Esq., Q.C. 

Dervty-Cuarkman—The Rt. Hon. Henry Cecil Raikes, M.P. 

Reversions and Life Interests Purchased. Immediate 
and Deferred Annuities granted in exchange for Reversion- 
ary and Contingent Interests. 

Loans may also be obtained on the security of Reversions. 

Annuities, Immediate, Deferred, and Contingent, and 
also Endowments granted on favourable terms. 

Prospectuses and Forms of Proposal, and all further in- 
formation, may be had at the office. 


C, B. CLABON, Secretary. 


OOKS BOUGHT. .—To Mxsontors, & Solici- 
tors, &c.— Y SOTHERAN & — 
Strand, and 87, Piccadilly, PURCHASE LIBRARIES or 
collections of in town or coun one Se the 

<Eaas alia te cach also value for PRO. 
sent. Removals without trouble 
1 Telegraphic 


ph ny A. London. Code in use, Unicode. 


©) and 4 LINCOLN’S-INN-FIELDS.— 
Suite of Five Lange Lofty, Light Offices to be Let; 








First Floor capable ision ; over: gardens ; suit~ 
~ = a first —_ firm er view An 

ALL Porrer on premises, or at Collector’s 
Chancery-lane. 











RESIDENT PATIENTS.—A List of Medical 
ah Men in all pasts willing to receive into their hemes 


Resident Patients, ce had hon 





ACTS HUNTED UP; i $ 
Wills Found ; Traced ; in British Museum, 
and = Papers 

or ype, Puacoex @ Puscoce, aniguaran 





EDE AND 80N, 
ROBE gS MAKERS, 


To Her "the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
ni Bench, Corporation of London, &e. 


ROBES FOR QUBEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
la Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
= f; en and Clerks of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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Monthly Periodical Sales.—Established 1843. 


ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
(successors to Marsh, +. —y & Co.) conduct 
ee SALES on the first Thursday in each 
t the year, at the MART, Tokenhouse- 


E.C.. 
rand 6.02 of (Absolute and Contingent). 
Life —— and Annuities. 
Life 
Shares and D 


Debentures. 
M Debts and Bonds. 
Tettee Patent, and 
Kindred Interests. ' 
Vendors are invited to communicate with the Auctioneers, 
6, Poultry, London, E.C. 


Periodical Sale, No. 511. —Valuable Old Policies of pecan 
ance, ions Shares, & 


H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
(suecessors to Messrs. Marsh, Milner, & Co.) will in- 
elude in their PERIODICAL SALE, at the MART, E.C., 
on THURSDAY, 2nd ee at TWO o' "clock, the follow- 
valuable OLD LIFE POLICIES—viz 
POLICIES of ASSURANCE for smneat £100, £100, 
ees effected 9th March, 1882, 5th June, 
= 13th 1838, respectively, with the Imperial 
Office on the life of a gentleman who was born 7th 
Fune, 13, a total annual remium of £9 16s. Bonuses 
amounting to £234 2s. are now added to the policies, another 
bonus for 10 years to January, 1881, being now due. 
POLICY of ASSURANCE for £200, with profits, effected 
5th June, 1841, with the Law Life Office on the life of the 
gentleman. Annual premium £5 4s. 6d. Bonus 
added £171. 


Two POLICIES of ASSURANCE for sums of £499 and 





, With 
on the life of the same gentleman. Annual 
Pande # . = Bonus added £421 8s. 10d. Next 


POLICY of of ASSURANCE for £500, with profits, effected 
29th November, 1831, with — British Equitable Assuran +e 
on the life of a iow aged 59. Quarterly pre- 
mium £3 6s. 14. added, £ £138 15s. 

POLICY CE for £1,000, with profits, 
effected 18th April, 1963, with the North British and Mer- 
cantile Office on the life of the same tleman. Premium 
£26 4s. 24. Bonus added, £342 10s. 

POLICY of ASSURANCE for £2,000, with profits, 
effected 19th December, 1965, with the Economic Life As- 

on the life of a gentleman now aged 53. 
Half. premium £21 5s. Bonus added, £404 

PO of ASSURANCE for £1,500, with profits, 
effected 10th vote 1874, with the National Provident 
Institution on life of the same gentleman. Half-yearly 
premium £23 2s. a “eee aie led, £286 1s. 

on teks ASSURANCE for £500, with profits, effected 

28th March, 1862, with the National Provident Institution 
on the life of the same 2 Half-yearly premium 


Salemi bonuses) £5 1 
The REVERSIONS to THEEE ONE-THIRD SHARES 


ofan a RESIDUARY ESTATE, com £700 advanced on 
of freehold property yon ge receivable on 
ate coal aged 81, tcgother with policies of 

assurance for £600. 
on the decease 


ONE- SHARE of the 
HOP PROPERTY. situate in the Old 
and C; Caledonian roads, &e., valued 
advanced on mi 
—— Poole, Dorset 


ARREL ENGINEERING and 
SMALL ARMS CO., Lt.—Three Hundred £7 Shares; last 
year’s dividend 20 per cent 
Particulars of the Auctioneers, 6, Poultry, E.C. 





PB 
Case to comet: Guan village, three and a half miles 
an eee ont Fe — h railway stations, five 
en ae Sm , and + — q 
Deoulinnatine country.—A singularly 





and w with frontages to 

send ond the siver Arum, all within a ring fence, 

sete of ord } fishing, - se, in a high 

state of and 

and a highly desirable heme cnt Por BALE 
by AUCTION, by 

OMPSON & CO., at the MART, Token- 


on MONDAY, APRIL 13, at 
ONE for ‘O o'clock, precisely. 
be viewed on to Mr. John Hall, on the 





ticulars inserted without the 
Sriusos, yd mavomrg ms ty 07 Bite 
, LAND AGENT and 


LONSDALE CHAMBERS, 727, 
conduct Sales of Free 





SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1891. 


SSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
5h FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 
that their 8 of LANDED ESTATES, Investments, 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Premises, 
Building Land, —— oo Reversions, 
Stocks, Shares, and other Properties will be held at the 
AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of 
England, in the City of London, as follows :— 

Tuesday, April 7 es 0-9 June 16 | Tuesday, Aug 18 
Tuesday, April 14 23 | Tuesday, Aug 25 
Tuesday, _ 21 Tuesday, Oct 6 
Tuesday, A Tuesday, Oct 20 
Tuesday, Nov 3 
Tuesday, Nov 17 
Tuesday, Dec 8 


eats ean also be at on «x # days, in a or 
country, by arrangement. essrs. — % 'ewson, 
femme’ & & Bridgewater undertake Sales and Valuations 
for Probate and other lew of Furniture, Pictures, 
8, Be RE 
vestmen ences, Shops, 
- Sects romten _" ertng Guar or Sold by private contract 
Dilished on the ist of each month , and can be o| 

of essrs. Debenham, Tewson. Farmer, & Bridgewater, 
Estate Agents, Surveyo' and Valuers, 80, Cheapside, 
London, E.C. Telephone ‘0. 1,503. 


({UsABDIAN FIRE and LIFE OFFICE, 
Head Office—11, Lombard-street, London, E.C. 

Law Courts Branch—21, Fleet-street, E.C. 
Established 1821. Subscribed Capital, Two Millions. 

DrrEcrors : 
CuarnmMAN—HeEnry Jonun Norman, Esq. 

Derury-CHarrMan—GeorGe Laxe, Esq. 

Wan Hilt Dowson en. Hen. | |® | fone Mantes, inaw-Latovall ; 


Charles F. a ima? 
Granville . Farquhar, | 


Esq. 
Alban G. H. Gibbs, Esq. 
James Goodson, » 
John J. Hamilton, 
Thomson Hankey, 
Richard M. Harvey, Esq. 
Acruary anp Sgecretary—T. G. C. pees: 
ManaGer or Fint Department—A. J. Relton. 
Share Capital at present paid up and invested ... 
Total Funds upwards of 
Total Annual Income over . 858,000 
N.B.—Fire Policies which expire at LADY DAY should 
be renewed at the Head Office or with the Agents, on or 
before the 9th day of APRIL. 





| ohn B. Martin, Esq. 
| David Powell, Esq. 
A Pre 





ogee DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 

& BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ESTATES and and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
and as ‘Quarters, — a, Rents, Rent 
Charges, House perty an vestments generally, is 
published on the first day of each month, and may be 
obtained, free of charge, at their offices, - Cheapside, .C., 
or will be sent by post in return for two stamps. —Particu- 
lars for insertion should be received not — than four 
days previous to the end of the preceding month. 


DEPTFORD. 
Important old-established Linoleum Works, occupying a 
superficial area of about 28,200 square feet, together with 
= whole of the fixed plant, machinery, loose tools, » ana 
With Possession. 


MESSE: FULLER, HORSEY, SONS, & 

CASSELL are instructed to SELL by AUCTION, 
at_the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on FRIDAY 
APRIL 24th, at TWO precisely, in One Tot, the important 
long LEASEHOLD LINOLEUM WORES, situate a. 
292, Lower-road, in with frontage thereto 
152 ft. by an avi of 188ft. 6in., and nomzing 
a ground area of about Eso square feet. The b dings 
comprise brick building of three floors, 147ft. by average 

t. 6in., arranged as stock and cutting rooms, with offices 
on ‘the und floor, saw mill, engine, callender, mixing 
and rooms, cork grin , engine and Sole 
ae =, din ag a — t; building of two floors, 

eb house, oxy’ house, 

Sif: by at by Soft. 1 ong aS m, re and 

> rin 10 145ft yh, ay +» Spacious 

yard, &c. There will be includ: a in the purchase the 

whole of the modern fiaed, plant and machinery, loose tools, 

printing blocks and u the option being reserved to 

the nm of taking the stock at a fair valuation. 

Held for an unexpired term of 66 years at a ground-rent of 
£79 per annum. 

May be viewed by orders to be obtained of the Auc- 
tioneers, and particulars had of Messrs. Moon, 7, & 
Moon, Solicitors, 15, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C.; at the 
Mart; and of the Auctioneers, 11, Billiter-square, B.C c 


BATTERSEA. 


Sound Long Leasehold Properties, let at rentals producing 
£127 per annum. 


ESSRS. FULLER, HORSEY, SONS, & 
CASSELL will SELL b AUCTION, at the MART, 
E.C., on FRIDAY, APRIL 24th, at TWO precisely i in Four 
Lots, lon LEASEHOLD PROPERTIES comprising four 
dwelling-houses, No. 69, Church-road, and Nos, 4, 6, and 8, 
Ashurst-street. set, Bridg e-road, Battersea, let to old tenants at 
rentals amounting r £127 perannum. Held for about 73 
years, at total ea gee pot of £18 12s. per annum. 
Particulars may be had of Messrs. Trinders & Co., Solici- 
tors, 47, Coi , E.C.; at the Mart; and of the Auc- 
tioneers, No. 11, Billiter-square, E.C. 











BANKSIDE. 


aos Leasehold Investment com; extensive water- 
a soins, situa’ don and Southwark 


MM" ing eo HORSEY, SONS, & 
CASSELL are instructed to SELL by AUCTION, 
at the ge Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on FRIDA 
APRIL 2th, at TWO ly, in One Lot, the valuable 
LEASEHOLD PROP TY, known as Horseshoe Wharf, 
Bankside, with frontage to the Thames of about 60 ft., and 
an available floor floor space of about J square feet. The 
property com, three brick t , Seneens two of 
our floors one of five floors and basement. Let upon 
lease to Mesars. “Muir & Co. een poy Ad ag 
Held under three leases for various terms at very low 
ground-rents amounting to £24 7s. per annum. 

Particulars may be had of . Rundle & Hobrow, 
Solicitors, Portland-house, Guildhall, E.C.; at the Mart; 
and of the Auctioneers, 11, Billiter-square, . 


; ‘OLICITORS and Others will find excellent 

Cheap Offices to be ther singly or in pairs, at 
New Stons-buildings, Chanterylese; sosmmible position 
close to the Law Courts and Her Majesty's Patent Office ; 





Fened UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
RANCE COMPANY. 
EsTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 1854. 


Chief Office— 
26, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 


1, ROYAL ExcANGE GE BUILDINGS, E.C. 
— DEPARTMENT. 

Special attention ind comm to the follo features :— 

1. The Reversi Bonus added to Pe icies on 
lives at the last division of profit was equal to the whole of 
the premium paid d@ the Quinquennium. 

2. Whole World and haeonditional Policies granted with- 
out extra premium except 

3. Claims are payable tnd dpe on proof of death and 


Fint Department. 
Private Houses and Ecclesiastical Buildings, if brick and 
tiled or slated, and free from hazardous surroundings, 
insured at jum of 1s. 6d. for each £100. 
d Furniture in houses of similar construction 
insured at a jum of 2s. cent. 
Loans on Reversions and Life Interests. 
Reversions purchased. Annuities granted. 
Prospectuses and every information may be obtained 


from 
8. G. WARNER, Actuary. 


EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS 

in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY or other 

An ities , e ~~ F by _ thi TOUITABLE RE- 
nuities e 

VERSIONARY RY INTEREST SOCIETY (LIMITED), 10, 

Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Established 

1835. , Ce £500,000. Interest on Loans may be capita- 


F. 8. CLAYTON, Joint 
C. H. CLAYTON, § Secretaries. 
RITISH LAW FIRE INSUBANOS 
COMPANY, Limited 
Offices—5, Lothbury, Bank, iosius E.C. 








Applications for Agencies may be made to 
H. FOSTER CUTLER, 
Manager and Geewetary. 


[MPERIAL vine INSURANCE COM- 


‘nian 1608. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 92, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000 ; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Invested Funds over £1,600,000. 
E, COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 


NINETEENTH CENTURY BUILDING 
SOCIETY, 
Adelaide-place, London Bridge EO. 





~ 

Directors : 
Henry Wautpeman Lawrenc ls J.P., Chairman. 
Manx H. Juvox, A.R.1.BA 
Miss Bivver. 
Arrnun Congr, Q.C. 
F, - Hanpcastie, F.6.1. 
Miss Onme. 
Hewny Rott. 


Shares £10, interest 5 per been 
Deposits received at 4 per 
Withdrawals (shares or ot depot at at short notice. 
3 Scal of repayment, egal und sv bed Lp ond os 
perty. le very 
Fy ey 








Leni Property Auction on Modes 
of Property and Collection of 


electric light and hall porter.—Apply, Cotizcton’s Orrice, 
63, Chancery-lane. 


"PRRDERIOX LONG, Manager. 








